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NOTE  AS  TO  THE  KEFERENCE  TO  RECORD  NOW  PRINTED 
WITH  THE  ITTLE  OF  EACH  CAUSE. 


Thb  Beference  to  Beoord,  which  is  noted  on  the  bill,  gives  the  year  of 
filing,  the  initial  letter  of  the  surname  of  first  Plaint^S^  and  the  con- 
secntive  number  of  the  bills  of  that  year  and  letter,  and  leads  to  the  file 
of  pleadings  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  year,  letter,  and  number,  also  lead  to  the  entry  of  the  cause  in 
the  Cause  Books.  The  Cause  Books  commence  in  the  year  1842.  As  to 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  they  contain  the 
dates  of  pleadings  and  formal  proceedings.  As  to  subsequent  causes 
they  contain,  in  addition  to  these  particulars,  the  dates  of  aU  decrees, 
orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  since  the  30th  of  Novembw,  1865. 
In  these  books  there  is  entered  against  every  decree  or  order  a  reference 
to  the  volume  and  folio  of  the  Begistrar's  Books  for  the  year,  where  the 
decree  or  order  wiU  be  found  in  extenso. 

No  reference  is  written  against  reports  or  certificates,  but  the  dates, 
extracted  from  the  Cause  Book,  lead  to  the  corresponding  entries  in  the 
Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates,  and  the  Index  thereto. 

The  Cause  Books  are  kept  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 

The  Begistrar's  Books  and  the  Index  thereto,  and  the  Beports  and 
Certificates  and  the  Index  thereto  called  the  Calendar  of  Beports,  aro 
kept  in  the  Beport  Office,  a  branch  of  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office 
under  the  same  roof. 

For  the  time  of  commencement  of  year  in  the  '*  Begistrar's  Books,"  see 
1  Seton,  pp.  2,  3.  •__       

When  the  Beference  to  Becord  is  not  known,  it  may  be  found  by 
searching  for  the  necessary  period  the  Index  to  Cause  Books  kept  in  the 
Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office. 


In  searching  for  decrees,  orders,  reports,  and  certificates  made  in 
causes  commenced  before  the  2nd  of  November,  1852,  or  made  in  sub- 
sequent causes  before  the  30th  of  November,  1855,  or  made  in  matters, 
the  old  method  must  still  be  followed,  viz.  : 

If  a  decree  or  order  is  required,  search  in  the  Beport  Office  the  Index 
to  the  Begistrar's  Books ;  if  a  report  or  certificate,  search  in  the  same 
office  the  Calendar  of  Beports.  The  Index  to  the  Begistrar's  Books 
gives  the  reference  to  the  Begistrar's  Books,  and  the  Calendar  of  Beports 
the  reference  to  the  Volumes  of  Beports  and  Certificates. 


Affidavits  are  filed  in  the  Becord  and  Writ  Clerk's  Office,  where  the 
Index  thereto  may  be  searched. 

Petitions  are  filed  in  the  Beport  Office,  where  the  Index  thereto  may 
be  searched. 


{TnchuUng  Bankruptcy  Ccaez) 
BEFORE 

THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS, 

I 

THE 

VICE-CHANCELLORS, 

AND  THE 

CHIEF  JUDGE  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 


In  re  WESTERN  OP  CANADA  OIL,  LANDS,  AND  WORKS     l.  o.  for 

COMPANY.  ^  ^' 


Oompanff—Winding-up^Crediior's  PetUim^DUcretion  qf  Couri-^Petition 
directed  to  stand  over — Ccmjpanies  Act,  1862,  »•  80,  86,  91. 


1873 
Aug,  2, 4. 

mTI. 


A  creditor  of  a  company  who  cannot  ^et  paid  without  a*  winding-np  is       Nov,  8. 
entitled  ex  debito  justitim  to  a  winding-np  order.  """^ 

A  creditor  of  a  company  who  has,  under  sect.  80  of  the  Companies  Act^ 
1862,  served  on  the  company  a  demand  for  payment  of  his  debt,  but  has 
not  been  paid  within  the  three  weeks,  is  not  necessarily  entitled  to  an  imme- 
diate order  for  winding  np  the  company. 

The  9l8t  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  is  not  confined  to  cases 
where  a  winding-up  order  has  been  made,  but  applies  also  where  a  petition 
for  winding  up  is  before  the  Court. 

X  HE  Western  of  Canada  OU^  Lands,  and  Works  Company,  Limited, 
was  formed  towards  the  close  of  1871,  with  a  nominal  capital  of 
£450,000,  divided  into  4500  shares  of  £100  each.  Of  these  shares 
2250  were  issued  as  fully  paid  up  in  part  payment  of  certain  pro* 
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L.  C.  for  perty  purchased  by  the  company ;  the  rest  were  never  issued.  The 
*  *  capital  necessary  for  carrying  on  the  company's  business  was  raised 
.-V-'  by  means  of  debentures,  which  were  in  form  of  covenants  by  the  com- 
WmmcBw  OP  P*^y  *^  P*y  ^  ^®  holder  the  principal  thereby  secured  out  of  the 
Canada  Oi«,  profits  of  the  company,  together  with  a  bonus,  and  also  to  pay  yearly 
Works  Ck).  to  the  holder  interest  on  the  principal  at  the  rate  of  12  per  cent. 
These  debentures  were  all  to  rank  pari  passu,  and  were  further 
secured  by  a  mortgage  to  trustees  of  all  the  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty of  the  company.  They  were  issued  to  the  amount  of  £200,000. 
A  report  and  balance-sheet  were  issued,  shewing  that  up  to  the  31st 
of  December,  1872,  a  considerable  profit  had  been  made  by  the 
company,  and  these  were  laid  before  a  meeting  held  on  the  26th  of 
May,  1873,  and  approved.  The  next  instalment  of  interest,  how- 
ever, which  fell  due  on  the  debentures  on  the  1st  of  July,  1873, 
was  not  paid.  The  debenture  holders  on  the  16th  of  July  held  a 
meeting,  at  which  nothing  was  said  about  winding  up  the  com- 
pany ;  but  it  was  agreed  that  some  one  should  be  sent  to  Canada 
to  investigate  the  aiSairs  of  the  con^pany,  and  a  committee  was 
appointed  to  look  after  the  interests  of  the  debenture  holders.  This 
committee  caused  a  suit  to  be  instituted  in  the  Oourt-  of  Chancery 
on  behalf  of  all  the  debenture  holders,  seeking  to  establish  a 
charge  in  respect  of  the  debentures  aa  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  company,  and  to  have  that  property  applied  in 
payment  of  the  debentures.  In  this  suit  a  receiver  was  appointed. 
A  similar  suit  was  also  instituted  in  Canada.  Afterwards  Mr. 
Sills,  a  debenture  holder,  served  on  the  company,  in  accordance 
with  sect.  80  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  a  demand  for  payment 
of  the  interest  due  to  him.  This  demand  was  not  complied  with, 
and  he  thereupon  presented  a  petition  to  wind  up  the  company. 

Mr.  Chapman,  another  debenture  holder,  who  had  not  served 
any  demand  on  the  company,  also  presented  a  winding-up  petition, 
on  the  ground  that  the  company  was  insolvent.  Mr.  Chapman  had 
attended  the  meeting  of  debenture  holders,  and  was  proposed  as 
a  member  of  the  committee,  but  declined  to  act.  He  did  not^ 
however,  oppose  or  dissent  from  the  resolutions  passed  at  that 
meeting. 

The  debts  of  the  company  other  than  those  due  on  the  deben- 
tures were  stated  to  amount  only  to  £200. 


VOL.XVIL]  EQUITY  OASES.  3 

August  2y  4.    The  Petitions  now  came  on  to  be  heard.    The     L.  0.  far 
principal  of  the  debts  due  to  the  Petitioners  and  those  who  sup- 
ported them  amounted  to  £20,000,  while  debenture  holders  to  the       ^^y^ 
amount  of  upwards  of  £95,000,  desiring  to  have  time  to  investigate  ^  JJ^  ^^ 
the  affairs  of  the  company,  opposed  the  making  of  an  immediate  Canada  Oel, 

,  J.      *      J.  *  o  Lakds,  ahd 

order.  Wobxb  Go. 

Mr.  Bagshcme,  for  Mr.  SiUa : — 

The  demand  made  by  my  client  has  not  been  complied  with, 
and  by  sect.  80  of  the  Compandes  Ad,  1862,  the  company  must  be 
deemed  to  be  unable  to  pay  its  debts.  Under  these  circumstances 
a  winding-up  order  is  ex  dMto  jtuHiim :  Bowes  v.  Sc^  Mutual 
Idfe  Insuranee  Oompany  (1). 

Mr.  Jackson,  Q.0.|  and  Mr.  Loeock  Wdb,  for  Mr.  Chapman. 

The  Hon.  B.  BuOer,  for  debenture  holders  who  supported  the 
Petitions. 

Mr.  Boain^gh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  (7.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  company. 

Mr.  Davey,  for  the  trustees  of  the  mortgage  deed. 

Sir  22.  Baffffollay,  Q.O.,  Mr.  WhUehome,  Mr.  T.  A.  Boherts,  and 
Mr.  Charles  Walker,  for  debenture  holders : — 

We  ask  for  delay  in  order  to  enable  us  to  investigate  the  affairs 
of  the  company.  A  large  majority  of  debenture  holders  are  in 
favour  of  this  course,  and  the  Court  will  have  regard  to  their 
views:  Companies  Act,  1862,  s.  91 ;  In  re  Brighton  Eotel  Com- 
jpany  (2) ;  In  re  Langley  MHU  Steel  and  IronworTcs  Company  (3) ; 
In  re  Planet  Benefit  Building  Society  (4).  No  harm  can  arise  from 
the  adoption  of  this  course,  for  the  property  is  protected  by  the 
receiver. 

Mr.  BagshmoB  and  Mr.  Jackson,  in'^reply,  for  their  respective 
client^  urged  that  the  order  was  ex  dAito  juslitim,  and  that  the 
9l8t  section  of  the  Companies  Act  only  applied  to  cases  where  a 
winding-up  order  had  been  made ;  or,  if  it   applied  at  all  to  the 

(1)  11  H.  L.  C.  889.  (3)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  26. 

(^  Law  Bep.  6  £q.  839.  (4)  Ibid.  14  Eq.  441. 

B  2  2 
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fjj^  fo'     heariog  of  Petitions^  the  Conrt  would  'be  influenced  by  the  wishes 
of  the  creditors  only  to  the  extent  of  determining  whether  the 
^'vw       winding-up  should  be  compulsory  or  under  superyision. 

In  re 

WflSTEBNOF     TO  -r 

Canada  Oil,  LOBD  SeLBOBKE,  L.C. ;— - 
Lands,  and 

WosKs  Co.       I  think  that  both  these  Petitions  must  stand  over  until  the  firsts 
'  Petition  day  in  Michaelmas  Term.    The  case  made  by  the  Peti- 

tioners is  that  this  is  a  company  that  was  recently  started  for 
operations  on  an  extensive  scale  in  Canada,  and  that  it  has  been 
established  mainly  by  a  capital  raised  on  debentures  to  tixe  amount 
of  £200,000,  on  which  the  interest  has  been  regularly  paid  until 
the  Ist  of  the  month  which  has  just  expired  (July).  The  Peti- 
tioners are  persons  who  hold  some  of  these  debentures^  and  ta 
whom  the  last  instalment  of  interest^  which  became  due  on  the 
Ist  of  July,  has  not  been  paid.  One  of  the  Petitioners  at  least 
has  taken  proper  steps  according  to  the  statute  to  entitle  him  to 
present  a  Petition ;  and  beyond  all  doubt  it  is  my  opinion  thaty 
unless  the  Petitioners  get  paid  after  giving  proper  and  reasonable 
time  within  which  they  may  be  paid,  if  the  company  is  able  to  do 
it,  there  ought  to  be  a  winding-up  order. 

But  that  does  not  at  all  involve  as  a  necessary  consequence  Ihat 
such  order  should  be  made  now..  Th&  state  of  the  afbirs  of  the 
company  appears  imperfectly  from  the  materials  now  before  the^ 
Ckmrt^  but  so  far  as  it  does  appear  there  is  nothing  to  throw  the 
least  doubt  upon  the  integrity  and  proper  conduct  of  those  who 
have  had  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  company,  and  wha 
have  it  now.  The  balance-sheet  which  was  read  to  the  general 
meeting  which  was  held  on  the.  26th  of  May  last  is  produced,  and 
if  that  balance-sheet  gives  a  correct  representation  of  the  state  o£ 
affairs  of  the  company,  it  would  appear  that  the  company  worked 
at  a  profit  for  the  eleven  months  down  to  the  Slst  of  December 
last^  the  profit  being  upwards  of  £17,320,  and  also  that  at  the 
time  the  balance-sheet  was  made  up  (which  I  presume,  though  I 
am  not  quite  sure,  was  the  same  time)  there  was  a  general  balance- 
of  profit  of  $84,341,  which  may  or  may  not  be  exclusive  of  some  part 
of  the  claims  of  the  debenture  holders.  In  the  absence  of  further^ 
explan^ition  I  should  draw  the  inference  that  that  balance-sheet  is 
intended  to  include,  in  some  shape  or  other,  the  amount  of  those: 
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debentures ;  bnt  whether  it  does  so  accurately  and  «afficientiy  I  l.  a  for 
cannot  at  present  say.  ^  ^ 

Then  it  further  appears  that  the  whole  of  this  large  class  of       ^^^ 


creditors  for  £200,000  hold  certain  securities ;  they  have  specific  t^  ^^  ** 
charges,  as  I  collect,  upon  the  whole  of  the  property  of  the  com-  Canada  Oil, 
pany,  and  they  have  instituted  two  suits,  in  one  at  least  of  which  a   wobbs-  Go. 
receiver  has  been  appointed ;  and  therefore  eyerything  is  secure       "'^ 
for  their  benefit;  and  although  the  present  Petitioners  are  not 
Plaintiffs  in  those  suits,  they  would  have  the  benefit  of  them. 
Those  suits  do  not  preclude  a  winding-up  order,  but  they  go  very 
fiur  to  shew  that,  so  far  as  the  whole  class  of  creditors  is  concerned, 
A  winding-up  order  is  not  immediately  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  their  interest  in  the  property  and  of  their  eventual  chuice  of 
'being  paid. 

A  meeting  was  held  on  the  16th  of  July,  to  which  I  infer  all 
the  debenture  holders  were  invited  to  come,  and  it  was  attended, 
amongst  others,  by  one  of  the  present  Petitioners,  Mr.  Chapman, 
for  whom  Mr.  Jackson  appears.  I  do  not  understand  that  Mr. 
Chapman  or  .anybody  else  proposed  a  winding-up  to  the  persons 
who  were  present,  but  that  which  was  unanimously  agreed  to,  Mr. 
Cliapman  not  dissenting,  although  he  declined  to  serve  upon  the 
.committee,  was,  that  there  should  be  a  person  sent  to  Canada  in 
•order  to  investigate  and  ascertain  the  real  state  of  the  affairs  of 
the  company.  That  was  agreed  to  be  done,  and  that  investigation 
is  being  proceeded  with. 

In  that  state  of  things  I  am  asked  immediately  to  make  an 

order  to  wind  up.    That  is  asked  at  the  instance  of  debentare 

holders  who,  including  those  who  support  the  Petition,  seem  to 

have  interests  to  the  amoant  of  £20,000 ;  and  I  am  told  (although 

It  is  not  verified)  that  there  are  some  more  who  support  the  same 

view.    On  the  other  hand,  by  affidavit  or  by  appearance  before 

the  Court,  debenture  holders  of  the  same  class,  to  the  total  amount, 

as  I  reckon,  of  £98,800,  take  the  opposite  view.     If  the  9l8t 

section  applies,  as  I  think  it  does,  the  duty  which  I  have  at  this 

-moment  to  perform  is  quite  clear.    A  very  large  majority  of.  the 

debenture  holders  think  that  their  interests  would  be  better  pro- 

^moted  by  delay,  and  the  delay  appears  to  me  in  the  circumstances 

not  unreasonable.     I  have  no  doubt  that  the  91st  ^section  is  « 
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M.  B.  part  of  the  Act  which  is  applicable  before  making  any  winding- 

1873  up  order,  and  when  the  Petition  for  winding  up  is  before  the 

^^  Conrty  and  that  it  does  not  presuppose  a  winding-up  order,  or 

WwTMH  OF  relate  only  to  the  manner  in  which  that  shall  be  made,  or  the 

Cahada  Oil,  ^  ' 

Laxsb,  and  terms  upon  which  it  shall  be  made. 

\irORK8  Go 

».»  '  I  entirely  agree  with  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Crcmwortk — ^that  if 
a  creditor  cannot  get  paid  without  winding  up,  it  is  e0  dMio 
judUim  that  he  should  have  a  windizig-up  order,  but  so  far  am  I 
from  thinking  that  it  would  be  a  certain  consequence  of  delaying 
this  case  until  November  that  the  creditors  would  be  denied  pay- 
menty  that  I  think  there  is  at  least  a  fair,  possible,  and  reasonable 
chance  of  their  getting  paid  by  means  of  that  delay  very  much 
earlier  than  they  would  be  under  a  winding-up  order,  because  it 
may  turn  out  from  the  result  of  the  investigation  that  assets  will 
be  sent  over  to  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  whole 
of  the  debts  which  are  now  unpaid  and  the  interest  now  overdue. 

I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  proper  course,  as  I 
have  mentioned,  is  to  direct  the  two  Petitions  to  stand  over  until 
the  beginning  of  Michaelmas  Term. 


Nov.  8.  These  Petitions  came  on  again,  in  accordance  with  the 
direction  given  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  before  the  Master  of  the 
BoUs. 

No  fresh  evidence  whatever  had  been  filed. 

Mr.  BoffshatJDe,  and  Mr.  Locoek  Webb,  for  the  respective  Peti- 
tioners, asked  that  a  winding-up  order  might  now  be  made. 

The  Hon.  R  BuUer,  for  debenture  holders  who  supported  the 
Petitions. 

Mr.  Boasbarghy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  T.  Simpson,  for  the  company. 

Sir  jB.  BaggdUay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  WhUehome,  Mr.  T.  A.  Bdberts,  and 
Mr.  Charlea  Walker^  for  debenture  holders  who  opposed  the  Peti- 
tions, asked  for  a  still  further  delay,  stating  that  a  scheme  for  the 
reconstruction  of  the  company  was  now  being  considered,  and 
would  probably  be  carried  out 
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Mr.  Bagshawe  objected  that  such  a  statement  conld  not  be  ILB. 
received,  more  particularly  as  his  client  had  given  notice  that  he  1878 
required  any  statement  intended  to  be  relied  on  in  opposition  to  j^re 
the  Petition,  to  be  verified  by  affidavit.  Cj^^c^ 

Lands,  Ain> 

WOBXSGO. 

Sib  6.  Jbssel,  M.B. : —  — 

In  my  opinion  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  a  ^nnding-up 
order.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  in  his  judgment,  has  laid  down  what 
has  also  been  laid  down  by  other  Judges  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
Court.  It  is  this :  that  a  creditor  of  a  company  who  cannot  get 
paid,  and  presents  a  Petition  for  winding  up,  is  entitled  ex  cUbito 
JiutitisB  to  a  winding-up  order ;  but  at  the  same  time  it  is  not  to  be 
said  that  this  is  a  rule  without  exception,  or  that  the  Court  has  not 
power  to  direct  the  Petition  to  stand  over. 

Now  these  Petitions  came  on  to  be  heard  in  August  last  The 
debts  in  respect  of  which  they  were  presented  accrued  only  on 
the  Ist  of  July  previously ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  appears  to 
have  formed  the  opinion  that  if  time  were  given  money  might 
come  over  from  Canada  to  pay  the  debts. 

[His  Honour  then  read  the  concluding  paragraphs  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  continued : — ^] 

A  delay  of  three  months  was  thus  granted  to  the  company.  After 
an  interval  of  three  months  and  four  days  the  Petitions  again 
come  on.  Not  a  word  of  evidence  is  brought  forward  to  shew 
what  has  been  done  in  the  meantime ;  not  a  line  of  affidavit  is  put 
on  the  file  to  shew  what  investigations  have  been  made,  or  what 
probability  there  is  that  the  debts  will  be  paid.  I  can  only  assume 
that  the  company  have  not  chosen  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
opportunity  given  them  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  there  must, 
consequently,  be  the  usual  winding-up  order. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  AUmU;  Mr.  H.  W.  VaUance;  Messrs.  Wilkin- 
son  &  San;  Mr.  /.  Holmes;  Messrs.  Lewis,  Munns,  &  Longden. 
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M.  B.  MABLEB  V.  TOMMAS. 

1873  [1872    M.    81.] 

^^'^'  -    VcHufUary  SetUemeni^FaUe  Recital— -Recital  of  Payment  of  Money  to  Trustee 

— Promise  to  Trustee  to  Pay — Enforcing  Promiee — Power  of  Appointment 
hy  Deed — Exercise  of  Power — Transfer  of  Shares  to  Donee  of  Pcnver, 

A  trostee  executed  a  settlement  declaring  trusts  of  a  sum  of  £2000  belong* 
ing  to  the  settlor  (a  married  woman),  which  sum  was  thereby  untruly  recited 
to  be  in  his  hands,  upon  the  faith  of  a  promise  by  the  married  woman  to  pay 
the  sum  to  him  out  of  her  separate  estate.    The  sum  was  never  paid  : — 

Edd^  that  neither  the  trustee  of  the  settlement,  nor  a  volunteer  under 
it|  could  enforce  the  promise. 

R»  being  trustee  of  shares  in  an  unlimited  company  for  Mrs.  jP.,  a  married 
woman,  joined  with  Mr.  and  Mrs.  F.  in  a  deed  whereby  the  shares  were 
assigned  to  L,  upon  trust  for  Mrs.  F,  during  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and 
after  her  death  as  she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint  Shortly  afterwards 
Mr.  F.  died,  and  subsequently  22.  transferred  the  shares  to  Mrs.  F^  who 
executed  the  deed  of  transfer : — 

Edd,  that  the  deed  of  transfer  was  an  exercise  in  favour  of  Mrs.  F,  of 
the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  her. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of  an  inden- 
ture dated  the  8th  of  June,  1865,  and  made  between  Oeorge  Fidd 
and  Eliza  Matilda,  his  wife,  of  the  first  part,  Robert  Marler  of  the 
second  part,  and  LuJce  Marler  of  the  third  part. 

At  the  date  of  the  indenture  100  shares  in  an  unlimited  com- 
pany, called  the  BaUway  Rolling  Stock  Company,  were  standing  in 
the  name  of  Robert  Marler,  who  had  signed  a  memorandum  dated 
the  12th  of  January,  1864,  whereby  he  acknowledged  and  declared 
that  the  shares  had  been  paid  for  out  of  moneys  belonging  to  Mrs. 
Field  on  her  own  account ;  that  he  was  a  trustee  for  and  on  behalf 
of  Mrs.  Field ;  and  that  he  would  stand  possessed  of  and  interested 
in  the  shares  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Field,  her  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  to  be  disposed  of  as  she  should  from  time  to 
time  request  and  direct  Mrs.  Field  was  also  at  the  date  of  the 
indenture  entitled  to  considerable  separate  estate,  including  a 
sum  secured  by  a  charge  in  favour  of  Robert  Marler  on  a  leasehold 
house  demised  to  Oeorge  Field,  her  husband  (which  charge  was 
stated  to  be  nearly  equal  in  value  to  the  house),  and  certain  furni- 
ture in  the  house. 


VOL.  XVTL]  EQUITY  GASES. 

The  indenture  contained  a  recital,  amongst  others,  that  Eliza       M.  B. 
Matilda  Field  was  entitled  to  a  sum  of  £2000,  which  immediately        i873 
before  the  execution  of  the  indenture  had  been  paid  or  transferred  to,     m^^^ 
and  was  then  in  the  hands  of,  Lt^  Marler  ;  and  Bclbert  Marler  (as     ^  ** 
to  the  leasehold  house  and  shares)  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Field  thereby        — - 
concurred  in  assigning  the  leasehold  house,  the  furniture  belonging 
to  Mrs.  Fields  and  the  100  shares  in  the  Railway  Boiling  Stoeh 
Company,  to  Luke  Marler  upon  the  trusts  thereby  declared ;  and 
it  was  declared  that  Luie  Marler  should  stand  possessed  of  the 
£2000  and  the  premises  thereby  assigned  upon  trust  to  invest  the 
sum  of  £2000  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  pay  the  income  to 
arise  from  such  investments  and  the  premises  thereby  assigned  to 
Mrs.  Fidd  dunug  her  life  for  her  separate  use,  and  upon  further 
trust  to  permit  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Field  and  the  survivor  of  them  to 
have  the  use  of  the  house  and  furniture  free  from  payment  of 
xent  or  other  payment,  except  payment  of  ground  rent ;  and  after 
the  death  of  Mr&  Field,  then  (subject  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  house  and  furniture  by  Mr.  Field  during  his  life)  to  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  trust  property  upon  trust  for  such  persons  and  pur- 
pofles  as  Mrs.  Fidd  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and,  in  de&ult 
of  appointment,  upon  such  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Fidd  by  her  then  present  or  any  future  husband,  as  therein 
mentioned ;  and  in  default  of  any  such  child,  in  trust  for  the  next 
of  kin  in  blood  of  Mrs.  Fidd,  according  to  the  Statutes  of  Distri- 
butions of  intestates'  estates. 

The  redtal  as  to  the  payment  of  £2000  was  untrue,  and  Luke 
Marler  stated  that  he  executed  the  deed  at  the  urgent  request  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Field,  and  upon  the  faith  of  a  promise  made  to  him 
by  Mrs.  Field  that  she  would  forthwith  pay  the  £2000  to  him  out 
of  her  separate  estate.    No  such  payment  was  ever  made. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1865,  George  Field  died,  having  by  his 
^11  bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  to  Mrs.  Fidd  and  appointed 
ber  executrix. 

On  the  22nd  of  July,  1865,  Mrs.  Field  directed  her  solicitor  to 
stamp  the  deed  of  the  8th  of  June,  which  then  remained  un- 
stamped, and  the  proper  stamps  were  affixed  accordingly. 

On  the  29th  of  July,  1865,  Bobert  Marler  executed  a  deed«of 
transfer,  in  the  usual  form,  of  the  100  shares  in  the  Baihvay  B60r 
ing  Stock  Company  to  Mrs.  Fidd^  who  also  executed  the  deed  of 
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H.  B.       transfer,  and  thereby  agreed  to  accept  and  take  the  shares  subject 

1878        to  the  rules  and  conditions  under  which  the  same  were  held  by 

M^i^EK     Bdbert  Marler.  This  transfer  was  duly  registered  in  the  books  of  the 

ToxxAB      ^™P^^y>  ^^^  ^be  shares  were  transferred  into  the  name  of  Mrs.  Fields 

'         On  the.  20th  of  May,  1871,  Mrs.  Fidd  intermarried  with  the 

Defendant,  Bdbert  Tommas.  On  the  20th  of  January,  1872,  she 
died,  intestate  and  without  issue,  and  letters  of  administration  to 
her  estate  had  been  granted  to  Bdbert  Tommas. 

The  Plaintiff  was  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  Mrs,  Field  accord- 
ing to  the  Statutes  of  Distributions,  and  as  such  entitled  to  one 
forty-ninth  share  of  all  property  effectually  settled  by  the  deed  of 
the  8th  of  June,  1865,  and  not  appointed  by  Mrs.  Field.  The 
Defendants  were  Bdbert  Tommas  and  Luke  Marler. 

The  bill  charged  that  Mrs.  Field  ought  out  of  her  separate  estate 
to  hare  paid,  or  caused  to  be  paid,  to  Luke  Marler  the  sum  of  £2000 
to  be  held  upon  the  trusts  of  the  indenture  of  the  8th  of  June,  1865^ 
and  that  Bdbert  Tommas^  as  her  administrator,  ought  to  be  decreed 
to  pay  that  sum ;  and  further,  that  the  100  shares  in  the  BaUway 
BoUing  Stock  Company  (which  remained  standing  in  the  name  of 
Mrs.  Field)  were  bound  by  the  trusts  of  the  same  indenture ;  and 
that  Bdbert  Tommas,  as  such  administrator,  ought  to  be  decreed  to 
do  all  acts  necessary  to  transfer  the  same  into  the  name  of  LuJce 
Marler  as  trustee  of  the  indenture,  or  otherwise  to  give  effect  to 
the  trusts  thereof;  and  (iu  addition  to  a  prayer  for  general  ad- 
ministration of  the  trusts  of  the  indenture)  it  prayed  for  a  decree 
as  to  the  £2000  and  the  shares  accordingly.  No  question  arose 
as  to  the  house  and  furniture,  which  were  admitted  by  the  Defen- 
dant Tommas  to  be  effectually  settled  by  the  indenture ;  but  he 
submitted  by  his  answer  that  the  £2000  and  the  shares  were  not 
effectually  settled,  and  further,  that  if  the  shares  were  so  settled, 
the  deed  of  transfer  of  the  29th  of  July,  1865,  operated  as  an 
execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  Mrs.  Field  in 
her  own  &your. 
The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Hadley,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

#First,  as  to  the  shares.  We  admit  that  the  settlement  was 
voluntary,  but  it  is  quite  plain  that  these  shares  were  effectually 
settled.    They  were  standing  in  the  name  of  Bdbert  Marler,  upon 


V, 
TOUKAS. 
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trasi  for  Mrs.  Fidd.    Whether  Mrs.  Field  was  entitled  to  them       M.  B. 
for  her  separate  use,  or  whether  her  husband  had  an  interest  in        isrs 
them,  is  not  quite  clear ;  bat  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Fidd  concurred  in  the     mableb 
settlement,  and  thereby  declared  trusts  of  their  interests  in  the 
shares.    These  trusts  aie  binding  on  them  and  persons  claiming 
through  them,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  iSoZ^^  Marler,  who  was 
merely  trustee  of  the  shares,  never  executed  a  transfer  to  Luke 
Marler,  the  trustee  of  the  settlement. 

Then  as  to  the  transfer  of  the  shares  operating  as  an  execution 
of  the  power  of  appointment,  it  is  submitted  that  this  is  not  so. 
The  essence  of  execution  of  a  power  is  intention,  and  there  are  no 
circumstances  here  to  shew  an  intention  to  execute  the  power ;  in 
fistct,  the  circumstance  that  Mrs.  Field  got  the  settlement  stamped 
only  seven  days  before  the  transfer  to  herself  shews  an  intention  to 
keep  the  trusts  alive.  In  Ellison  v.  EOieon  (1)  there  was  a  settlement 
of  leaseholds  which  contained  a  power  to  revoke  the  settlement  by 
deeds  attested  by  two  witnesses;  the  trustee  of  the  settlement 
afterwards  assigned  the  leaseholds  to  the  settlor,  who  was  tenant 
for  life  imder  the  settlement.  The  settlor  executed  the  deed  of 
assignment,  which  was  attested  by  only  one  witness;  and  upon 
this  Lord  Eldon  observed :  ''  Supposing  one  witness  sufficient,  the 
second  deed  does  not  sufficiently  manifest  an  intention  to  revoke 
all  the  benefits  given  by  the  first  deed  to  the  children,  and  it  is 
not  inconsistent  that  he  might  intend  to  revoke  some,  and  not  all." 
In  Fletcher  v.  Cheen  (2)  a  fund  was  settled  on  a  married  woman 
for  life  for  her  separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation,  with 
power  to  appoint  the  corpus  after  her  death  by  deed.  She  joined 
in  a  mortgage  by  which  part  of  the  fund  was  lent  to  the  husband 
upon  an  improper  security,  which  proved  insufficient ;  but  it  was 
held  that  she  had  not,  by  executing  that  mortgage,  appointed  the 
reversion  so  as  to  make  it  liable  for  the  loss. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  BotLS : — ^I  do  not  find  anything  in  the 
judgment  to  shew  that  that  was  so  decided.  All  that  was  decided 
was  that  the  fund  must  be  restored ;  the  married  woman  being 
restrained  from  anticipation  could  not  affect  her  life  interest,  and 
as  she  was  still  living,  the  question  as  to  the  reversion  was  not  ripe 
for  decision.] 

(1)  6  Yes.  656,  664.  (2)  33  Beav.  426. 
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M.  B.  The  point  was  certainly  contended  for  in  argument,  and  after 

1878       the  decree  made  against  them  the  trustees  would  have  some  diffi- 

Hablbb     culty  in  getting  recouped  out  of  the  fund.    In  Beiih  y.  Seymovr  (1 ) 

rn  ^*         it  was  held  that^  where  one  moiety  of  a  testator's  personal  estate 

was  given  to  the  executrix  of  the  will  for  her  life,  with  power  of 

appointment  after  her  death,  the  sale  by  the  executrix  of  a  sum 
of  Consols  constituting  nearly  the  whole  of  the  testator's  estate,  and 
investment  of  the  proceeds  in  long  annuities,  was  not  an  exercise  of 
her  power.  Hughes  v.  Wdh  (2)  also  shews  that  the  intention  of  the 
party  executing  a  deed  must  be  considered  iu  determining  whether 
or  not  the  deed  is  an  exercise  of  the  power. 

Next,  as  to  the  £2000.  Luke  Marler,  by  executing  the  deed 
containing  the  recital  that  £2000  had  been  paid  to  him,  incurred 
a  liability  which  was  a  sufiScient  consideration  for  Mrs.  Field's 
promise  to  pay  him  the  £2000  out  of  her  separate  estate ;  and 
Luke  Matier  might,  and  ought,  to  h^-^e  enforced  that  promise. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^The  promise  could  not  have 
been  enforced  at  law ;  you  say  that  it  might  have  been  enforced 
in  equity ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  Luke  Marler^s  equity  was  to 
get  rid  of  that  false  recital.] 

If  he  incurred  a  liability  which  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  get 
rid  of,  that  was  sufficient  consideration  for  the  promise ;  he  might, 
therefore,  have  ^iforced  it,  being  for  valuable  consideration ;  and 
if  he  had  enforced  it,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  got  the  benefit  of  it. 

Mr.  Fn/f  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BeaJe,  for  Tommas,  were  not  called  upon. 

;   Mr.  Southffote,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Alfred  Smith,  for  Luke  Marler. 

Sib  6.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  think  this  bill  attempts  to  place  the  rights  of  volunteers  much 
too  high.  The  case  is  this :  A  married  woman  being  entitled  to 
property  was  minded  to  settle  it.  Accordingly  a  settlement  was 
executed,  which  contained  a  recital  that  the  lady  had  paid  £2000 
to  the  trustee.  That  recital  was  not  true ;  the  £2000  has  never 
been  paid,  and  both  husband  and  wife  are  dead.  It  is  said  that  the 
lady  promised  the  trustee  to  pay  him  the  £2000  out  of  her  sepa- 

(1)  4  Buss.  263.  .      (2)  9  Hare,  749. 
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rate  estate,  and  the  qnestion  is,  can  a  bare  volonteer  enforce  this       M.  B. 
Toluntary  promise  against  the  assets  of  the  person  who  made  the       1878 
promise  ?    I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  rule  of  equity  which     habler 
enables  a  volunteer  to  do  this ;  consequently,  this  claim  fails.  ToJmas 

Then  the  second  claim  arises  thus :  Part  of  the  settled  property  — 
consisted  of  shares  standing  in  the  name  of  a  trustee.  A  few  days 
after  the  execution  of  the  settlement  the  husband  died,  so  that 
there  was  no  longer  any  occasion  for  the  settlement.  After  her 
husband's  death  the  widow  took  a  transfer  of  the  shares  to  herself, 
and  executed  the  deed  of  transfer.  The  settlement  contained  a 
general  power  to  appoint  by  deed ;  a  deed,  as  I  have  stated,  was 
executed,  but  it  is  said  that  this  was  not  a  su£Scient  execution  of 
the  power,  and  it  is  contended  that  the  shares  are  still  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement. 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  the  transfer  appears  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  trusts.  By  accepting  the  transfer  the  widow  made  herself 
personally  liable  (for  there  is  a  liability  attaching  to  the  shares), 
which  she  ought  not  to  have  been.  Again,  the  shares  ought  not 
to  have  been  in  her  name,  but  in  that  of  the  trustee ;  and  if  the 
Plaintiff  is  right,  the  trustee  has  committed  a  breach  of  trust  by 
pemuttkg  t^:  ^dow  to  have  the  shares  in  her  own  name.  But 
where  is  there  any  evidence  that  she  was  to  hold  the  shares  upon 
trust  ?  A  simple  deed  of  transfer  to  A.  B.  does  not  imply  a  trust ; 
and  there  does  not  appear  to  be  anything  which  shews  that  a  trust 
was  intended  here.  On  the  contrary,  the  natural  meaning  of  the 
transaction  appears  to  me  to  be,  that  the  widow  took  the  property 
into  her  own  keeping,  the  settlement  being  no  longer  wanted  in 
consequence  of  the  husband's  death. 

Soth  these  claims  therefore  fail ;  and  as  Tommaa  was  made  a 
party  simply  in  consequence  of  them,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed  ' 
as  against  him  with  costs.  I  cannot  dismiss  the  bill  wholly ;  for 
as  against  the  other  Defendant  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
ordinary  administration  decree,  which  I  am  bound  to  make,  though 
I  confess  with  regret,  for  I  fear  that  the  only  result  will  be  to 
exhaust  the  estate  in  payment  of  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bdbinson  db  Preston,  agents  for  Mr.  Alfred 
Painton,  Birmingham;  Messrs.  Mathews  &  Mathews,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Maihews  &  Smith,  Birmingham* 
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M.B.  BIBBT  v.  NATLOR. 

^^  [1872    B.    123.] 

Piuctice — Foreclosure  Suit — Order  of  Bevivor  and  Supplement  after  Chief 
ClerJea  Oeriifieate'-'IB  A  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  52. 

In  a  foreolosure  suit^  after  decree  for  sale,  and  after  the  Chief  Clerk's  cer- 
tificate, the  Plaintifib  transferred  the  mortgage. 

On  an  «95  parte  application  by  the  transferee  with  the  consent  of  the 
original  mortgagees,  an  order  of  revivor  and  supplement  was  made  under 
15  &  16  Vict.  0.  86,  8.  52. 

X  HIS  was  an  application  for  an  order  of  revivor  and  supplement 
in  a  foreclosure  suit  under  15  &  16  Yiet  c.  86^  s.  62. 

After  decree,  directing  an  account  of  what  was  due  for  principal 
and  interest  on  the  mortgage,  and  ordering  payment  thereof  or 
sale,  and  after  the  Chief  Clerk  had  made  his  certificate,  the  Plain- 
tiffs transferred  their  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  to 
one  John  Bibby. 

Mr.  North,  for  John  BHAy,  with  the  consent  of  the  original 
mortgagees,  now  applied  ex  paiie  for  an  order  that  the  decree  and 
the  proceedings  thereunder  might  be  carried  on  and  prosecuted  at 
the  suit  of  the  said  John  Bihby  against  the  Defendants,  in  like 
manner  as  they  might  have  been  by  the  Plaintiffs  if  they  had  not 
assigned  their  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and  as  if 
the  order  had  been  made  previously  to  the  date  of  the  Chief 
Clerk's  certificate.  He  referred  to  Ingham  v.  WcuHceU  (1),  where  a 
similar  order  had  been  made  before  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  MJ&,  made  the  order. 
Solicitor:  Mr.  Wynne. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  11  Eq.  28a 
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MAXPIELD  V.  BURTON.  m.  e. 

[1872    M.    142.]  ^^^ 

Mortgoffe-^Prwrity^EquUdble  Deposit — Marriage  Articles — Purchaser  for 
Value — Notice — Inquiry  as  to  Deeds^Legal  Estate, 

X.y  the  owner  of  real  estate,  deposited  the  title-deeds  with  his  bankers  to 
secure  the  balance  of  his  account  current,  and  executed  a  memorandum 
whereby  he  agreed,  at  their  request,  to"  execute  any  deed  or  deeds- necessary 
for  legally  carrying  out  the  security.  Afterwards,  being  about  to  be  married, 
he  agreed  to  settle  the  property.  Two  days  before  the  marriage  the  solicitor 
of  the  intended  wife,  having  only  then  received  instructions  to  prepare  articles 
of  settlement,  inquired  of  L,  whether  he  had  the  title-deeds  in  his  possession 
unincumbered ;  he  replied  that  he  had,  hut  that  they  were  at  his  bankers. 
The  solicitor  made  no  further  inquiry,  and  prepared  articles  of  settlement, 
which  were  executed.  After  the  marriage  L.  conveyed  the  property  to  the 
trustee  of  the  articles  upon  the  trusts  therein  contained,  being  for  the  benefit 
of  the  wife  and  issue  of  the  marriage.  A  suit  was  afterwards  instituted  by 
the  bankers  for  foreclosure ;  and  the  wife  claimed  to  be  a  purchaser  for  value 
without  notice : — 

Held,  that  the  solicitor  had  not  made  sufBcient  inquiry,  and  that  the  wife 
must  be  taken  to  have  had  constructive  notice  of  the  mortgage : 

Held^  also,  that  the  husband,  having  contracted  to  execute  a  legal  mortgage 
to  his  bankers,  oould  not  deprive  them  of  priority  by  conveying  the  property 
to  a  party  with  whom  he  had  entered  into  a  subsequent  contract  for  value, 
even  although  such  party  was  a  purchaser  without  notice. 

The  decision  in  Sharpies  v.  Adams  (1)  approved  of,  but  dictum  therein 
questioned. 

1 N  the  year  1866  Philip  James  Wale  Ladkin,  being  a  customer  of 
Pares*  Joint  Stock  Leicestershire  Bankinff  Company  (a  company 
carrying  on  business  at  Leicester),  deposited  .with  that  company 
the  title-deeds  of  certain  real  estate  belonging  to  him,  and  a  policy 
of  assurance  on  his  own  life;  and  he  executed  a  memorandum 
whereby  he  acknowledged  that  such  deposit  was  made  to  secure 
all  moneys  then  due  or  thereafter  to  become  due  from  him  in 
^account  current  with  the  companyi  and  he  agreed  at  any  time 
thereafter,  at  the  request  of  the  company,  to  execute  at  his  own 
expense  any  deed  or  deeds  necessary  for  legally  carrying  out  the 
security  and  for  charging  the  hereditaments  and  other  premises 

(1)  32  Beav.  213. 
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M.  B.       thereby  intended  to  be  a  security  or  deposited  with  the  company. 
1878        Notice  of  the  charge  on  the  policy  was  given  to  the  insurance 

M^HULD    compaiiy  i^  April,  1866. 
^  ^'  In  March,  1871,  Ladkin  was  about  to  be  married  to  a  lady  then 

residing  in  London,  and  agreed  to  settle  the  real  estate  and  policy 

on  his  marriage.  Two  days  before  the  marriage  a  solicitor  was 
consulted  by  the  intended  wife,  and  received  instructions  to  prepare 
the  necessary  settlement.  The  solicitor,  upon  receiving  such  instruc- 
tions, saw  Ladkin  in  Lothdon,  and  inquired  of  him  the  particulars 
of  the  property  he  was  about  to  settle.  Upon  being  informed  of 
such  particulars,  the  solicitor  further  inquired  if  he  had  the  title* 
deeds  relating  to  the  house  and  premises  to  be  settled  and  the 
policy  of  assbrance  in  his  possession  unincumbered.  Ladkin  replied 
that  he  had,  but  they  were  at  his  bankers,  and  that  the  title-deeds 
had  been  deposited  there  in  his  father's  time.  The  solicitor,  being 
thus  led  to  believe  that  the  deeds  and  policy  were  deposited  for 
safe  custody  only,  prepared  articles  for  a  settlement,  whereby  it 
was  agreed  that  the  real  estate  and  policy  moneys  should  be  settled 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  intended  wife  and  the  issue  of  the 
marriage.  These  articles  were  executed  on  the  15th  of  March, 
1871,  and  the  marriage  took  place  on  the  following  day.  Sub- 
sequently, in  May,  1871,  Ladkin  conveyed  the  real  estate  and 
assigned  the  policy  to  William  Burton  upon  trusts  in  accordance 
with  the  articles. 

There  was  no  issue  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ladkin. 

In  July,  1872,  the  banking  company  (to  whom  Ladkin  was  in* 
debted  on  his  account  current  to  the  extent  of  £1226)  filed  the 
bill  in  this  suit  by  their  public  officer  against  Burton  and  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Ladkin  for  foreclosure. 

Mrs.  Ladkin  appeared  separately  from  her  husband,  and  put  in 
an  answer  by  which  she  claimed  to  be  a  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice,  and  submitted  that  the  settlement  should  have  priority  over 
the  deposit  and  memorandum. 

Mr.  Sovihgate,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Field,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

First :  Mrs.  Ladkin  had  constructive  notice  of  the  claim  of  the 
bank.  She  was  told  that  the  deeds  were  deposited  with  the  bank, 
and  if  she  had  inquired  of  the  bank  she  would  have  become  aware 


V. 
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-of  the  claim ;  and  as  she  did  not  choose  to  make  inqtdry,  she  must       M.  B. 
be  fixed  with  notice  of  everything  which  she  might  have  learnt        1873 
by  using  due  diligence.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  purchaser  by  marriage    mi^ciuld 
to  make  such  inquiries  just  as  much  as  it  is  the  duty  of  other  pur- 
chasers for  yaluable  consideration :  Jackson  v.  B(ywe  (1) ;  Warmald  ^ 
T.  MaiOand  (2). 

Secondly :  The  effect  of  the  memorandum  was  to  make  Ladkin 
-a  trustee  for  the  bank ;  he  subsequently,  no  doubt,  became  also 
trustee  for  Mis.  Ladhiriy  and  the  purchasers  under  the  marriage 
articles ;  but,  being  a  trustee  for  the  bank,  he  could  not  give 
priority  to  Mrs.  Ladkin  by  transferring  the  legal  estate  to  Burton : 
Sharpies  v.  Adams  (8). 

The  Master  of  the  Eolls  : — There  is  no  doubt  that  you  cannot 
gain  priority  by  obtaining  the  legal  estate  from  a  trustee  who 
commits  a  breach  of  trust  in  transferring  it  to  you ;  but  Sharpies 
V.  Adams  seems  to  go  beyond  that,  for  Lord  BomiUy  says :  ^  If  the 
owner  in  fee  simple,  having  the  legal  estate,  creates  an  equitable 
charge  in  favour  of  A.^  and  afterwards  a  second  equitable  charge 
in  favour  of  B.,  and  then  a  third  equitable  charge  in  favour  of  (7., 
I  apprehend  that  he  cannot  alter  these  equities  by  transferring  the 
legal  estate  to  any  one  of  them,  and  the  fact  of  the  transfer  of  the 
legal  estate  to  C,  the  owner  of  the  third  equitable  charge,  would 
not  affect  the  rights  of  the  first  or  second." 

Mr.  Souihgaie: — ^That  is  a  diotijtm  only,  and  possibly,  having 
regard  to  the  recent  decision  in  PUcher  v.  Bawlins  (4),  it  may  not 
now  be  possible  to  support  it  to  the  full  extent ;  but  it  is  not  neces- 
-sary  for  the  decision,  which,  we  submit^  is  unimpeachable. 

Mr.  BlaGkm>ore9  for  Burton  and  Mr.  Ladkin. 

Mr.  Langlet/f  for  Mrs.  Ladkin : — 

The  rule  which  governs  these  cases  is  laid  down  in  Hewitt  v. 
JLoosemore  (5)  in  the  following  terms :  "  That  a  legal  mortgagee  is 

(1)  2  S.  &  S.  472.  (3)  32  Bcav.  213. 

(2)  13  W.  R.  832 ;  12  L.  T.  (N.S.)  (4)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  259. 
535 ;  6  N.  R.  218.                        '  (5)  9  Hare,  449. 
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H.  B.       not  to  be  postponed  to  a  prior  equitable  one  upon  the  ground  of 
1873        his  not  having  got  in  the  title-deeds,  unless  there  be  fraud  or  gross 
Maxfield    and  wilful  negligence  on  his  part ;  that  the  Court  will  not  impute 
Bu^N.     fraud  or  gross  or  wilful  negligence  to  the  mortgagee  if  he  has  hona 
""^     ,  fde  inquired  for  the  deeds,  and  a  reasonable  excuse  has  been  given 
for  the  non-delivery  of  them;  but  that  the  Court  will  impute 
fraud  or  gross  and  wilful  negligence  to  the  mortgagee  if  he  omits 
all  inquiry  as  to  the  deeds."  The  same  rule  has  recently  been  laid 
down  in  Diseon  v.  Mubkleslan  (1).  Here  the  intended  wife's  solicitor 
inquired  for  the  deeds ;  he  inquired  also  whether  the  property  was 
unincumbered;  he  was  told  that  the  property  was  unincumbered, 
and  that  the  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of  the  bankers,  whose  place 
of  business  was  at  LeieesteVy  for  safe  custody.    There  was  no  time 
to  do  anything  more,  and  "Kts.  Ladkin  cannot  be  fixed  with  con- 
structive notice  unless  she  was  guilty  of  fraud  or  gross  and  wilful 
negligence  in  not  postponing  her  marriage. 

Then  as  to  Sharpies  v.  Adams  (2),  that  was  a  totally  different  case. 
There  the  person  who  conveyed  the  legal  estate  was  trustee  of  the 
property  for  the  person  claiming  priority ;  but  here  Ladkin  was 
not  a  trustee  for  the  Plaintiffs.  It  would  be  an  entire  novelty  to 
hold  that  the  owner  of  an  estate  is  a  trustee  for  everyone  who  lends 
him  money  on  the  security  of  it. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R : — 

On  the  question  of  notice  I  have  no  doubt.  This  is  clearly  a 
case  of  constructive  notice.  A  man  on  his  marriage  has  a  freehold 
estate ;  he  tells  the  solicitor  for  the  lady  with  whom  he  is  about  to 
be  married,  on  being  asked  for  his  deeds,  *^  they  are  deposited  at 
Day  bankers  for  safe  custody."  The  solicitor  does  nothing  more, 
and  it  turns  out  that  they  are  pledged  to  the  bankers.  I  hold  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  solicitor  to  make  further  inquiry  of  the 
bankers,  and  to  ask  for  the  deeds.  If  he  had  done  so,  he  would 
have  been  told  that  the  representation  made  to  him  of  their  being 
deposited  for  safe  custody,  which  of  course  meant  safe  custody 
only,  was  incorrect,  inasmuch  as  they  were  deposited  by  way  of 
mortgage,  and  upon  that  mortgage  a  considerable  sum  of  money 

(1)  Law  Eep.  8  Ch.  155.  (2)  32  Beav.  213. 
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vras  then  due.    I  consider  that  that  was  constructive  notice^  and       M.  B. 
bound  the  lady  who  was  about  to  be  married.     I  am  always  very        1873 
sorry  in  these  cases  for  the  wife,  but  at  the  same  time  one  must  con-    mazfield 
sider  that  as  between  the  bankers,  who  are  the  lenders,  and  the     ^^' 

wife,  who  takes  her  husband  for  better  or  for  worse,  there  is  no        

equity  other  thau  that  which  the  law  raises.  I  cannot  put  the  wife 
in  a  better  position  than  the  bankers ;  they  are  both  purchasers 
for  yalaable  consideration ;  and  if,  through  the  negligence  of  her 
adriser,  the  wife  has  got  constructive  notice,  it  is  her  misfortune. 
I  prefer  to  decide  the  case  on  that  ground,  but  I  do  not  think  I 
should  be  at  liberty  to  disregard  the  fact  that  there  was  in  this 
case  a  contract  to  convey  for  value,  as  well  as  a  deposit,  and  I  should 
not  be  the  first  to  hold  that  a  man  who  had  entered  into  such  a 
contract  could  subsequently,  at  his  option,  squeeze  out  the  person 
who  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  contract  by  conveying  the 
l^al  estate  to  a  person  with  whom  he  has  entered  into  a  subse- 
quent contract  for  value,  even  although  that  person  should  be  a 
purchaser  without  notice.  If  it  were  necessary  to  resort  to  that^  I 
should  decide  in  &vour  of  the  Flaintifib  even  on  that  ground.  I 
wish  to  state  so  distinctly,  because  I  am  not  quite  sure  that,  without 
farther  authority,  I  should  go  quite  so  far  as  my  predecessor  did  in 
tJie  case  of  the  illustration  he  gave  in  Sharpies  v.  Adams  (1).  That 
I  should  reserve  for  further  consideration.  I  think  the  Flaintiffii 
are  entitled  to  the  usual  mortgagees*  decree. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Fidd,  Boseoe,  &  Co. ;  Mr.  L.  Sand. 

(1)  82  Beav.  213. 
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M.  R.  KOWSELL  V.  M0RBI8. 

1873 


Nov.  21. 


[1872    R.    28.] 

Parties — Admintstration  SuU — Executor  de  son  Tort — Legal  Personait  Bepreeen" 

tative — Practice — CoeUofthe  Day, 

The  legal  personal  represeDtative  of  a  testator  is  a  necessary  party  to  a 
suit  for  the  administration  of  his  real  and  personal  estate ;  and  if  he  is  not 
made  a  party,  no  decree  can  be  made  in  such  a  suit,  even  although  an  exe- 
cutor de  eon  tort  and  the  trustees  of  the  real  estate  are  before  the  Court. 

Bayner  v.  Koehler  (1)  and  Coote  v.  Whittington  (2)  dissented  from. 

Where  it  is  plain  on  the  face  of  the  bill  that  a  suit  is  defective  for  want  of 
parties,  a  Defendant  raising  the  objection  at  the  hearing  is  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  day,  although  he  may  not  have  taken  the  objection  by  his 
answer. 

XHIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  Jonas 
BowseH,  who  by  his  will,  dated  the  6th  of  December,  1864,  gave, 
devised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife 
Joanna,  subject  as  to  his  personal  estate  to  the  payment  of  his 
simple  contract  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  to  hold 
his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  subject  as  aforesaid,  unto  his  wife 
for  her  exdusive  use  during  her  life,  she  keeping  all  the  buildings 
on  the  property  in  tenantable  repair  and  insured  in  an  adequate 
sum;  and  after  her  decease  he  gave  his  said  real  and  personal 
estate  to  the  Defendants  WiOiam  Morris  and  William  Payne 
Morris,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  convert  the  same  into  money,  and  to 
divide  the  proceeds  equally  between  all  his  children  who  should 
survive  his  said  wife  and  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
and  the  issue  living  at  the  death  of  his  said  wife  of  any  child  or 
children  who  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  his  wife  leaving  issue, 
such  issue  to  take  the  share  or  shares  of  their  deceased  parent  or 
parents  only,  in  equal  shares  if  more  than  one ;  and  he  appointed 
his  said  wife  sole  executrix. 

The  testator  died  in  December,  1864,  leaving  Joanna  Bowsell, 
his  widow,  and  four  children  him  surviving,  viz.,  three  sons  (the 
Plaintiffs  in  this  suit)  and  a  daughter,  Mary,  now  the  wife  of 
Charles  Barffett 

(1)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq,  262.  (2)  Law  Rep.  16  Bq.  634. 
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'^  Joanna  BovmU  never  proved  the  will  of  the  testator,  but  (accord-       H.  B. 
ing  to  the  allegations  in  the  bill)  she  possessed  herself  of  his  per-        1873 
sonal  estate  and  entered  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of    bowsel^ 
his  real  estate.    She  died  in  1867  intestate,  and  letters  of  admi-     j^J^'^jg 
nistiation  of  her  estate  and  effects  had  been  granted  to  Mary       — ^ 
BarOett.    The  bill  alleged  that  npon  the  widow's  death  William 
Morris  and  William  Payne  Morris  possessed  themselves  of  the 
testator's  personal  estate,  and  entered  into  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  his  real  estate. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  William  Morris,  William  Payne 
Morris,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  BartleU  ;  and  prayed  that  the  trusts  of 
the  will  might  be  carried  into  execution  under  the  direction  of  the 
Court,  and  that  the  rights  of  all  parties  might  be  ascertained  and 
secured  for  their  benefit ;  that  the  Defendants  Morris  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  into  Court  any  moneys  forming  part  of  the  estate 
of  the  testator ;  that  new  trustees  of  the  will  might,  if  necessary, 
be  appomted  in  the  place  of  the  Defendants  Morris;  and  that  a 
receiver  might,  if  necessary,  be  appointed. 

The  suit  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  a  preliminary  objection 
was  taken  that  a  decree  could  not  be  made,  inasmuch  as  the  legal 
personal  representative  of  the  testator  was  not  before  the  Court. 
This  objection  was  not  raised  by  the  answer. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.  (Mr.  WiUis-Bund  with  him),  submitted  that  a 
decree  could  be  made  in  the  absence  of  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative, citing  Bayner  v.  KoeJder  (1) ;  Coote  v.  Whittington  (2) ; 
or,  at  all  events,  that  a  decree  could  be  made  for  the  administration 
of  the  real  estate ;  and  offered  to  accept  a  decree  confined  to  the 
real  estate,  the  personalty  being  of  small  value. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls: — I  cannot  administer  the  real 
estate  without  also  administering  the  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Maekeson,  Q^C.  (Mr.  BadcocJc  with  him),  for  the  Defendants, 
referred  to  Penny  v.  Watts  (3)  and  Beardmore  v.  Gregory  (4),  as 
being  decisions  at  variance  with  those  in  Bayner  v.  Koehler  and 
Coote  V.  Whittington ;  and  claimed  the  costs  of  the  day,  although 

(1)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  262.  (3)  2  Ph.  149. 

(2)  Ibid.  16  Eq.  534.  (4)  2  H.  A;  M.  491. 
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M.  B.  the  objection  for  want  of  parties  was  not  taken  by  the  answer,  the 
1878  rule  being  that  where  the  objection  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
R0W8BLL  l>iU>  ^^  ^8  ^^®  dnty  of  the  Plaintiff  to  make  the  record  perfect,  and 
the  Defendant  need  not  raise  the  objection  by  answer ;  bnt  where 
the  objection  arises  from  some  fact  within  the  knowledge  of  the 
Defendant^  he  ought  to  state  such  Act  in  his  answer,  and  call  the 
Plaintiff's  attention  to  the  defect :  Lowry  v.  FuUon  (1) ;  Furze  t. 
Sharwood  (2) ;  Atlomey-O&neral  v.  HiU  (3) ;  Danidle  Chancery 
Practice  (4) ;  Morgan  and  Davey  on  Costs  (5).  In  WiUon  v.  Brauffh^ 
tan  (6)  and  Cox  y.  Stephens  (7)  the  costs  of  the  day  were  not 
given ;  but  in  the  former  case  it  did  not  appear  from  the  report 
whether  the  defect  was  apparent  on  the  £Etce  of  the  bill,  and 
in  the  latter  the  attention  of  Vice-chancellor  Kindenley  was  not 
called  to  the  decisions  of  Lord  Cctlenliam  in  Atbomey^Qenerml  y* 
WU  and  Fwrze  y.  Sharwood^ 

Mr.  Fry^  in  reply,  submitted  that  the  authorities  cited  shewed 
that  the  rule  as  to  costs  of  the  day  was  not  of  universal  obUgation, 
and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  applied  where  the  authorities  were  con- 
flicting as  to  whether  there  was  a  defect  or  not. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

Although  this  suit  relates  to  property  of  small  value,  and  the 
argument  has  mainly  been  directed  to  the  question  of  the  costs  of 
the  day,  still  there  is  involved  a  question  of  general  interest  and  no 
inconsiderable  importance,  namely,  whether  the  Court  can  admi- 
nister an  estate  without  having  before  it  the  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  testator  or  intestate,  where  an  executor  de  eon  tort 
or  the  legal  personal  representative  of  such  an  executor  is  before  the 
Court.  But  for  two  recent  decisions  of  the  Vice-chancellor  MatinSy 
I  should  have  thought  that  that  question  was  unarguable.  I  have 
always  supposed  that  this  Court  could  not  make  a  decree  for 
general  administration  in  the  absence  of  the  legal  personal  repre* 
sentative.    In  Bayner  v.  Koehler  (8),  the  first  of  his  two  decisions, 

(1)  9  Sim.  104, 114.  (5)  Page  68. 

(2)  5  My.  &  Cr.  96.  (6)  7  L.  J.  (Ch.)  120. 

(3)  3  Ibid.  247.  (7)  9  Jur.  (N.S.)  1144. 

(4)  4th  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  277.  (8)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  262. 
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the  Vice-Chancellor  Malins  decided  the  contrary ;  but  he  did  not       M.  B. 
go  into  the  subject  very  fully,  nor  perhaps  very  carefully.    Then       1873 
followed  a  case  of  Gary  v.  ESOs  (1),  in  which  my  predecessor,  Lord     bow«ell 
BomiBy^  declined  to  follow  lUhfner  v.  Koehler  (2).  Then  came  Ooote     -^^^^ 

y.  WhiUington  (3),  the  second  of  the  two  cases,  and  in  it  unquestion-       

ably  the  Vice-Ghancellor  did  examine  the  subject  with  the  greatest 
minuteness  and  care.  I  have  read  his  judgment  most  carefully,  but 
am  unable  t6  follow  his  reasoning  or  to  agree  with  his  conclusion. 
I  should  not»  however,  have  ventured  to  express  so  strongly  my 
dissent  from  the  Vice-Chaacellor,  had  not  my  attention  been  called 
to  two  decisions  which  are  in  opposition  to  his,  one  by  Lord  Ccttei^ 
Aam,  Penny  v.  Waits  (4),  which  is  binding  on  me,  and  the  other  by 
Lord  HatAeviey,  Beardmore  v.  Qregwy  (5),  which  is  not  absolutely 
binding,  but  is  of  equal  authority  with  the  decisions  of  Yice- 
Ohancellor  MalinB^  and  I  should  prefer  to  follow  it  in  a  case  where 
difference  of  opinion  exists. 

Such  being  the  state  of  the  authorities,  I  must  hold  the  law  of 
ihe  Court  to  be,  that  a  suit  ibr  administration  is  defective  when  the 
legal  personal  representative  is  not  before  the  Court.  The  cause 
must  therefc^e  stand  over,  with  liberty  for  the  Flaintiffi  to  amend 
by  adding  parties. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  Defendants  are  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  day,  the  objection  not  having  been  taken  by  the 
answer.  My  impression  was  (and  the  view  of  so  experienced  a 
Judge  as  Yiee-Chancellotr  Kinderdey  appears  to  have  been  the 
same),  that  the  Defendants  were  not  so  entitled ;  but  I  find  that 
the  subject  was  carefully  considered  on  two  occasions  by  Lord  CScrf- 
ienbamf  who  decided  that  if  the  objection  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  bill,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiff  to  make  his  suit  perfect^  and 
that  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  to  give  notice  of  the 
objection. 

The  costs  of  the  day  must,  therefore,  be  allowed. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  SUberberg  ;  Messrs.  Swrr  dt  QrHible. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  15  Eq.  79.  (3)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  534. 

(2)  Ibid.  14  Eq.  262.  (4)  2  Ph.  149. 

(5)  2  n.  &  M.  49L 


24  BQUITT  OASES.  [L.  BX 


M.  B.  BETHELL  v.  ABRAHAML 


1873 
Nov.  24. 


[1873    B.    286.] 

AdministratioH  Decree — Powers  of  ManagemefU — Discretion  of  Trustees — 

Investment — Control  by  Court 

After  an  administralion  decree  has  been  made  all  powers  of  management 
of  the  estate  which  may  be  vested  in  trustees  are  subject  to  the  control  of 
the  Court ;  and  the  Judge  who  exercises  such  control  must  be  personally 
satisfied  of  the  propriety  of  the  course  proposed  to  be  adopted  by  the  trustees. 

Trustees  having  power  to  invest  certain  moneys  belonging  to  a  testator's^ 
estate  at  their  discretion,  and  having  also  power  to  continue  or  change 
securities  from  time  to  time  as  to  the  majority  should  seem  meet,  applied 
to  the  Court  in  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  trust  estete  for  liberty 
to  invest  the  moneys  in  and  to  convert  securities  into  American  funds  or 
railway  stocks.    Infants  were  interested  in  the  trust  estate : — 

Eeldf  that  if  the  trustees  had  the  discretion  they  claimed  (which  was 
doubtful),  the  Court  ought  not,  in  a  case  where  infante  were  interested,  to 
permit  them  to  exercise  that  discretion  in  the  way  they  proposed. 

1  HE  late  Lord  WesSmriff  by  his  will,  dated  the  13th  of  January, 
1866,  appointed  four  trustees  to  whom  he  devised  and  bequeathed' 
all  his  property  of  every  description  (except  the  things  thereinafter 
specifically  given)  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned.  The 
testator  then  directed,  that  for  the  period  of  five  years,  to  be  com- 
puted from  the  day  of  his  death,  there  should  be  paid  quarterly 
certain  annuities  to  the  persons  therein  mentioned,  being  yarioa» 
members  of  his  fSEonily ;  and  the  will  then  proceeded  as  follows : — 

**  All  the  residue  of  the  income  of  my  estate  shall  be  accumu-* 
lated  and  invested  at  the  discretion  of  my  trustees  during  such 
five  years,  and  the  money  also  receivable  on  my  policies  shall  be 
invested  at  their  discretion.  My  trustees  shall  not  be  obliged  to* 
alter  any  investment,  or  to  convert  perishable  into  permanent 
securities,  but  may  continue  or  change  securities  from  time  to 
time  as  (sie)  the  majority  shall  seem  meet. 

*'  At  the  end  of  five  years  a  full  account  and  valuation  shall  be 
made  of  my  estate,  and  the  following  sums  (with  proportionate 
abatements  if  necessary)  shall  be  paid  equally." 

The  testator  then  specified  laige  sums  of  money,  which  in.  some 


V. 
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cases  were  directed  to  be  paid  to  certain  of  the  aforesaid  annui-  H.  B. 
tantSy  and  in  other  cases  were  settled  for  the  benefit  of  the  annni-  1873 
tantSy  or  their  husbands  or  issue.  Bkwll 

Some  of  the  persons  interested  in  these  settled  legacies  were 
infants. 

The  testator  died  on  the  20th  of  July,  1873.  Shortly  afterwards 
the  present  suit  was  instituted  for  the  administration  of  his  estate, 
and  a  decree  was  made  therein  in  August,  1878. 

A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  Plaintiffs  (who  were  two  of 
the  trustees  of  the  will)  asking  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  to 
sell  certain  of  the  testator's  investments,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds 
and  also  the  moneys  receivable  on  the  testator's  policies  of  insur- 
ance in  certain  specified  securities,  comprising  United  SkUes 
Federal  Funded  £5  per  Cents.,  United  States^  BaUimore,  and  Ohio 
Bailway  6  per  Cent.  Bonds,  &c.  This  summons  was  adjourned 
into  Court,  and  was  supported  by  the  affidavits  of  the  Plaintifis 
and  of  another  of  the  trustees,  who  stated  that  they  were  desirous 
of  exercising  the  discretion  conferred  on  them  by  the  will  in 
manner  proposed  by  the  summons.  ! 

It  appeared  that  the  testator  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  con- 
siderable sums  invested  in  similar,  though  not  precisely  identical, 
securities. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  EveriU,  for  the  Plaintifis  :— 

We  submit  that  the  testator  has,  by  his  will,  conferred  on  the 
trustees  an  absolute  discretion  as  to  the  investments  to  be  made, 
and  that  this  discretion  is  not  taken  away  by  the  decree  which 
has  been  made,  but  that  it  is  necessary  to  obtain  the  leave  of  the 
Court  before  it  is  exercised.    That  leave  we  now  ask. 

In  Wdb  V.  Earl  of  ShafteAury  (1)  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
exercise  of  a  power  of  appointing  new  trustees  after  a  decree  for  ad- 
ministration had  been  made ;  and  Lord  Eldon  distinctly  laid  it 
down  that  the  Court  did  not  prevent  the  exercise  of  discretion  by 
the  person  in  whom  the  power  was  vested,  but  only  took  care  that 
the  discretion  should  be  duly  exercised.  Again,  in  Cafe  v.  Bent  (2), 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  says:  "Where,  indeed,  the  Court  has 
assumed  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  it  would  be  highly  incon- 

(1)  7  Ves.  480.  (2)  3  Harp,  245,  249. 
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M.  B.      venient,  if  not  impracticable,  that  the  trustees  should  afterwards 

1878       act  independently  of  the  Court.    The  Court  does  not,  however,  in 

Bkthell     ^^^  absence  of  any  misconduct  in  the  trustees,  deprive  them  of  the 

Abbahau     exercise  of  their  discretion,  but  only  requires  them  to  act  under 

—       the  control  of  the  Court."    In  Widdowson  v.  Duck  (1)  Lord  BSdan 

lays  down  the  rule  in  these  terms :  ^^The  principle  aoted  upon  by 

former  Chancellors  is,  that  after  a  decree  an  executor  cannot  deal 

with  the  assets  for  the  purpose  of  investment  without  the  leave  of 

the  Court"    In  Sittiboume  v.  Newport  (2)  the  trustees  had  power 

at  their  discretion  to  apply  any  part,  not  exceeding  one  moiety  of 

the  income  of  the  testator's  estates,  towards  the  maintenance  or 

education  or  otherwise  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  person ;  and 

it  was  held  that  this  power  might  be  exercised,  notwithstanding  an 

administration  decree. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — I  should  have  no  doubt  as  to  a 

case  such  as  that    The  power  was  in  the  nature  of  a  power  of 

It 

appointment,  and  I  have  always  considered  that  the  doctrine  of 
Webb  V.  Lord  ShafteAury  (3)  applied  only  to  powers  of  manage- 
ment ;  and  the  power  of  investment  in  the  will  sow  before  me 
appears  to  be  of  the  nature  of  a  power  of  management.] 

We  submit  that  it  is  more  than  that.  The  testator,  does  not 
contemplate  the  division  of  his  estate  until  the  expiration  of  five 
years  from  his  death.  At  the  expiration  of  that  period  large  sums 
will  become  payable,  and  large  powers  are  conferred  on  the 
trustees  in  the  meantime,  with  the  view  of  enabling  them  to 
make  provision  for  the  demands  which  will  then  be  made  on  the 
estate. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — Is  it  quite  clear  that  you  have 
the  discretion  you  claim  ?  The  testator  says,  the  trustees  ^  may 
continue  or  change  securities  from  time  to  time,  as  to  the  majority 
may  seem  meet ;"  these  words  would  be  satisfied  if  the  discretion 
were  confined  to  determining  the  time  at  which  a  change  of  secu- 
rities is  to  be  made ;  there  are  no  words  shewing  that  if  a  change 
is  made  the  trustees  may  invest  in  the  way  the  majority  of  them 

(1)  2  Mer.  494,  499.  (2)  1  K.  &  J.  602. 

(3)  7  Ves.  480. 
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think  fit ;  must  not  then  the  mode  of  inyestment  be  left  to  the       M.  B. 
operation  of  law  ?]  1873 

We  submit  that  the  discretion  must  extend  not  only  to  the  Bbihsll 
time  but  to  the  nature  of  the  investment.  The  words  *'  from  time  Abraham. 
to  time'*  provide  sufBciently  for  the  time;  the  words  "as  to  the 
majority  may  seem  meet"  provide  for  the  manner  in  which  the 
change  is  to  be  made.  At  all  events,  the  policy  moneys  are  to 
be  invested  ^'  at  the  discretion "  of  the  trustees ;  and  those  words 
cannot  be  limited  to  time  merely ;  they  must  mean  '*  at  their 
tmcontroUed  discretion.^ 

Sir  &  BoffgaUay,  Q.O.9  Mr.  Southgale,  Q.C.,  Mr.  F.  Sarriaon, 
and  Mr.  Bowdiffe^  for  other  parties. 

Sib  6.  Jessel,  M.R : — 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  trustees  have  the  power  they  claim. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  me  at  the  present  moment  to  say  more  than 
that.  I  have  already  indicated  in  the  course  of  the  argument  why 
I  am  not  satisfied  on  that  point.  But  if  they  have  the  power  they 
claim,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  I  ought  to  exercise  the  power  (which 
I  undoubtedly  have)  of  controlling  their  exercise  of  discretion  in 
the  way  which  they  desire,  namely,  by  acceding  to  the  request  to 
make  these  investments,  which  in  the  eye  of  this  Court  are  specu- 
lative. I  do  not  say  they  are  really  such,  for  that  I  know  nothing 
about;  but  they  are  speculative  so  feir  as  this  Court  is  concerned ; 
80  that  even  if  I  thought  the  construction  of  the  will  other  than  I 
do  think  it,  I  should  not  grant  this  application.  However,  I 
should  like  to  say  this,  that  (if  I  rightly  understand  the  doctrines 
of  the  Court)  as  long  as  an  estate  remains  to  be  administered  in 
this  Court,  the  Court  does  not  allow  a  purchase  to  be  made,  or  a 
mortgage,  or  any  other  investment  to  be  made,  unless  the  Court  is 
satisfied  of  its  safety.  There  is  a  reason  for  that  The  Court  has 
to  protect  the  property  for  all  claimants,  and  even  where  the 
trustees  have  an  undisputed  power  to  make  a  purchase,  or  to  make 
a  mortgage,  a  reference  is  made,  generally  to  Chambers,  to  ascertain 
the  propriety  of  the  investment  which  is  intended  to  be  made,  that 
is  to  say,  its  propriety  in  all  respects.  In  no  case,  therefore,  should 
I  have  entertained  this  application  for  a  moment,  except  subject 


V. 

Abbabjlk> 
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M.  B.  to  that  qualification ;  but  holding  the  opinion  I  do,  that  it  is  not  a 
1873  proper  mode  of  investing  the  money  of  in£EUits  to  put  it  inta 
BsraiELL  American  railway  stocks  and  securities,  there  is  no  occasion  for  me 
to  send  the  matter  to  Ciiambers.  As  I  understand  the  practice,  I 
am  bound  to  exercise  my  personal  discretion  in  the  matter.  I  do 
not  mean  to  say  that  this  is  not  a  case  that  can  be  appealed,  because 
it  would  be  for  the  Court  of  Appeal  to  decide  whether  the  discre- 
tion is  personal  in  that  sense ;  but  I  do  understand  the  practice  of 
the  Court  to  be,  that  a  Judge  does  exercise  a  personal  discretion, 
that  is,  exercises  a  discretion  according  to  his  own  judgment  as  to 
the  safety  and  propriety  of  a  proposed  investment.  Therefore  I 
feel  bound  to  add,  that  if  I  were  satisfied  by  the  argument — ^which 
I  am  not — that  the  trustees  have  this  power,  I  should  have  declined 
absolutely  to  sanction  the  proposed  investment. 

SolidtoiB :    Messrs.  Earmon,  BecU,  db    HarrmnB ;   Messrs. 
OreffOTff,  Bawcliffes,  A  Bawle. 
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RAGGETT  v.  FINDLATER.  v.c. m, 

[1871    B.    146.]  1^ 

Trade  Labdr-f* Nourishing  Stout*  ^''*'* ^'  ^ ^ 

An  iDJnnction  to  restrain  the  use  by  the  Defendants  upon  their  trade  label 
of  the  term  ^  Nourishing  Stout,"  which  the  Plaintiff  had  previously  used, 
refused,  on  the  ground  that  "  Nourishing  *'  was  a  mere  English  word  denoting 
quality. 

XhE  bill  in  this  case,  which  was  filed  in  November,  1871, 
stated  that  in  the  year  1855  the  Plaintiff  porcbased  from  Messrs. 
Bhekey  their  business  as  brewers  and  vendors  of  stout.  That  the 
Plaintiff  devoted  himself  to  the  study  of  improving  and  bringing 
such  stout  to  perfection,  and  rendering  the  same  a  wholesome  and 
nourishing  beverage.  That  the  manufacture  of  the  stout  was  based 
upon  a  particular  method  or  process,  whereby  the  earthy  phos- 
phates, or  nutritive  salts  of  the  malt,  which  afford  mineral  nourish- 
ment to  the  bones  and  nerves  of  the  body,  were  more  fully  and 
completely  extracted  and  developed  than  was  ordinarily  the  case, 
and  the  stout  rendered  by  such  means  easier  of  digestion  and 
more  nourishing  than  other  stout  not  manufactured  by  such  pro- 
cess ;  and  before  the  year  1860  the  stout  so  manufek^tured  and 
sold  by  the  Plaintiff  had  acquired  considerable  celebrity  and  was 
known  to  the  public  as  '^  Nourishing  Stout"  That  samples  of  the 
stout  were  analyzed  by  Dr.  EasadU  in  the  year  1860,  and  approved 
of  by  him,  and  the  Plaintiff  thereupon  adopted  and  registered  a 
trade  label,  under  which  the  stout  was  always  sold,  such  label 
having  the  words  **  Nourishing  London  Stout "  round  the  circum- 
ference, and  in  the  centre  the  words  '^Baffgett,  late  Blockey. 
Analyzed  and  reported  on  by  Dr.  HassdU"  That  the  Plaintiff  had 
appointed  agents  for  the  sale  of  this  stout  in  various  towns,  inclu- 
ding Briffhton^  and  there  had  been  an  extensive  sale  of  it.  That 
the  Defendants  carried  on  the  business  of  wine,  spirit  and  stout 
and  ale  merchants  in  London,  and  also  at  Brighton,  under  the 
style  of  FinSlaUr,  Mackie,  dk  Co^  and  in  the  month  of  Septem- 
ber, 1872,  the  Defendants^  in  order  to  mislead  their  customers 
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V.-o.M.    and  the  public,  and  to  induce  them  to  believe  that  when  pur- 

lg78       chasing  stout  from  them  they  were  purchasing  the  "  Nourishing 

Raogbtt     Stout "  so  manufactured  and  sold  by  the  Plaintiff,  began  to  issue 

FiKDLATKR,  c^^^^^^™  holdiug  themsclves  out  as  vendors  of  **  Nourishing  Stout/* 

and  about  the  same  time  they  adopted  and  attached  to  the  bottles 

and  other  vessels  contai^iing  the  stout  sold  and  supplied  by  them, 
labels  having  the  words  **  Nourishing  Stout^  bottled  by  FincUater^ 
Mackie^  db  Co.,  16,  Prince  Albert  Street,  Bn^Afem,"  printed  in  letters 
similar  to  those  in  the  Plaintiff's  trade-mark,  such  labels  being 
designedly  intended  to  be  imitations  of  the  Plaintiff's  trade-mark, 
or  only  colourably  differing  therefrom. 

The  bill  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from 
attaching  to  any  bottles,  casks,  or  other  vessels  containing  stout,  not 
being  the  "Nourishing  Stout"  sold  by  the  Plaintiff,  any  of  such 
imitation  labels,  or  any  labels  with  the  Plaintiff's  trade-mark, 
or  any  mark  in  imitation  thereof  or  only  colourably  differing  there- 
from, or  with  the  words  "  Nourishing  Stout "  impressed  thereon. 

In  December,  1871,  an  injunction  was  applied  for,  but  the  motion 
was  ordered  to  stand  to  the  hearing. 

The  bill  was  then  amended,  and  the  passage  having  reference 
to  the  particular  method  of  brewing  the  stout  was  struck  out,  and 
the  Plaintiff  then  stated  that  the  improvement  in  the  quality  of 
the  beer,  and  its  peculiarly  nourishing  properties,  were  caused  by 
the  addition  of  certain  ingredients  (which  were  not  disclosed) 
added  to  the  barrels  after  they  had  been  delivered  into  his  stores 
by  the  brewers,  Messrs.  Truman,  Eanbury,  A  Co.,  and  that  such 
process  had  been  adopted  by  him  since  the  month  of  March, 
1871. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  denied  that  the  labels  used  by 
them  in  the  sale  of  their  stout  had  any  reseinblance  to  those  used 
by  the  Plaintiff,  and  they  denied  that  such  labels  were  adopted 
with  a  view  to  induce  the  public  to  believe  that  the  stout  sold  by 
them  was  the  same  as  the  Plaintiff's.  That,  on  the  contrary,  the 
label  was  of  an  oval  shape,  instead  of  being  round  like  the 
Plaintiff's ;  and  that  although  the  words  *^  Nourishing  Stout "  were 
printed  round  the  circumference,  the  centre  was  filled  up  by  the 
words  ''  Bottled  by  FincUater,  Mackie,  it  Co:'  That  in  fact  this 
label  was  similar  to  the  label  they  had  for  a  long  time  used  for 
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their  dinner   ale,  the  only  difference  being  the  substitution  of     Y-.CH. 
^'  Nourishing  Stout "  for  ''  Dinner  Ale."    That  the  said  stout  was       1873 
purchased  from  Messrs.  Truman,  Eanbury,  (&  Co.,  and  wea  bottled    HiLOGSTr 
by  these  Defendants  as  stated  on  the  labeL    That  the  word  p     ^* 
'^Nourishing"  was  merely  a  term  used  to  denote  a  particular       — - 
stout^  which  was  always  considered  by  the  trade  and  by  the  public 
as  of  a  nourishing  quality.  That  the  word  '^  Nourishing/'  as  applied 
to  stout,  had  often  been  used  by  other  vendors  of  stout,  and  that 
they  had  as  much  right  as  the  Plaintiff  to  sell  stout  under  that 
denomination. 

A  great  many  witnesses  had  given  evidence  on  both  sides,  and 
among  others  several  medical  gentlemen.  Those  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff  stated  that  they  had  tasted  the  stout  supplied  to  the  Plaintiff 
by  the  brewers,  and  the  same  stout  after  it  had  received  the  addi- 
tion of  the  ingredients  used  by  him ;  and  that  they  found  the  stout 
after  such  addition  to  be  different  in  flavour,  and  to  be  of  a  more 
nourishing  quality  and  better  adapted  to  the  purposes  of  digestion. 

On  the  other  hand^  the  witnesses  for  the  defence  denied  that 
there  was  any  difference  in  quality  between  the  stout  sold  by  the 
Plaintiff  as  '^  Nourishing  Stout "  and  the  stout  supplied  by  Messrs. 
Truman,  Sanhwry,  dk  Co. ;  and  one  witness  in  particular,  Mr.  Boffers, 
a  surgeon,  stated  that  he  had  analyzed  the  Plamtiff's  stout  and  the 
stout  supplied  by  Messrs.  Truman  &  Co.,  and  had  found  them  in 
all  respects  identical 

Mr.  OoUon,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Woodhouse,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

The  words  ''  Nourishing  Stout "  have  been  used  by  the  Plaintiff 
as  a  trade-mark  for  many  years,  and  the  beer  sold  by  him  has 
acquired  a  reputation  under  that  title ;  he  has,  therefore,  a  right 
to  the  profit  which  may  be  derived  from  that  trade-mark.  The 
Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  particular  quality  of  stout  manufactured 
by  him  is  of  a  more  nourishing  character  than  other  stout,  and  of 
this  fact  there  is  ample  evidence  given  by  the  medical  men  who 
have  tasted  it ;  but  whether  this  is  the  case  or  not,  he  is  still 
entitled  to  prevent  other  dealers  in  stout  from  using  his  trade- 
mark. 

Many  cases  of  a  similar  nature  have  already  been  decided  tending 
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v.-o.  M.     to  prove  the  equity  of  the  Plaintiff.    In  MeAndrew  v.  BoMett  (1)  the 

1873       Plaintiff  established  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  word  ^'  Anaidia,'*  as 

Baogitt     appli^  to  liquorice.    That  term  was  in  fact  derived  from  the  dis- 

„    ^'         trict  from  which  the   liquorice  was  exported,  and  all  liquorice 

coming  from  Anatolia  was  known  in  the  market  under  that  title ; 

it  was  the  description  of  the  article ;  but  as  the  Plaintiff  was  the 
first  person  who  sold  it  stamped  with  the  word,  he  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  the  sole  use  of  it  as  a  trade-mark. 

The  Olenfidd  Starch  case,  Wotherspoon  v.  Currie  (2),  is  another 
of  the  same  description,  in  which  your  Honour's  decision  was 
aflBrmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.  There,  the  term  "  Olenfidd  "  was 
derived  from  the  pleuse  in  which  the  starch  was  first  made,  and  the 
Defendant  was  restrained  from  using  that  name  although  he  lived 
in  the  same  village,  and  his  starch  was  as  much  Olenfidd  starch  as 
the  Plaintiff's.  In  Ford  v.  Foster  (3)  the  Plaintiff  was  held  to  be 
entitled  to  the  use  of  the  word  *'  Eureka  "  as  applied  to  shirts, 
because  he  first  used  it,  notwithstanding  that  shirts  of  a  particular 
make  were  well  known  and  sold  in  tlie  trade  by  all  shirt-makers 
under  that  description.  A  similar  decision  was  arrived  at  in 
Broadhurst  v.  Barlow  (before  Vice-Chancellor  Widcens,  Nov.  21, 
1872),  8ei(B0  v.  Provezende  (4),  Knott  v.  Morffan  (5),  Codes  v. 
Chandler  (6),  and  Braham  v.  Bustard  (7). 

In  Lawson  v.  BanJc  of  London  (8)  the  Plaintiff  failed  on  a 
technical  ground,  but  in  Lee  v.  Haley  (9),  affirmed  on  appeal  from 
this  Court,  the  Defendant  was  restrained  from  using  the  term 
**  Guinea  Coal  Company,"  on  the  ground  that  it  was  calculated  to 
mislead  persons  into  the  belief  that  his  business  was  that  of  the 
Plaintiffs.  Here  we  say  that  the  public  are  misled  into  the  belief 
that  when  they  are  purchasing  the  stout  sold  by  the  Defendants 
they  are  buying  the  Plaintiff's  stout,  because  the  distinguishing 
name  is  *'  Nourishing  Stout." 

Then,  on  the  question  of  the  label  used  by  the  Defendants,  there 
is  so  close  a  resemblance  that  any  person  might  be  misled. 

(1)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  380.  (6)  2  Keen,  218. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  5  H.  L.  508.  (6)  Law  Bep.  11  £q.  446. 

(3)  Ibid*.  7  Ch.  61L  (7)  1  H.  &  M.  447. 

(4)  Ibid.  1  Ch.  192.  (8)  18  C.  B-  84. 

(9)  Law  Bep.  5  Ch.  155, 
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Mr.  QlaasBy  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  F.  A.  Lemn,  for  the  Defendants^  were     y.-0.  M. 
not  called  upon.  Ig78 

Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  is  a  bill  filed  by  the  Fhuntifi,  Oeorge  Baggett^  who  is  a 
dealer  in  stout  and  other  articles,  to  restrain  the  use  of  that  which 
he  calls  his  trade-mark.  The  case  inyolves  considerations  of  very 
considerable  public  importance,  because  it  is  of  the  highest  im- 
portance that,  on  the  one  hand,  every  protection  should  be  given 
to  trade-marks  when  fairly  and  properly  used,  and  when  used 
within  just  limits,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  of  equal  importance 
that,  by  the  use  of  a  particular  word  or  anythiDg  which  may  be 
called  a  trade-mark,  the  right  should  not  be  unduly  extended  so  as 
to  infringe  on  the  right  of  traders  to  call  their  articles  by  a 
quality  they  possess,  or  to  give  an  undue  protection  to  any  man 
who  happens  to  use  a  particular  word.  It  appears  that  Mr.  iZo^- 
geU^  about  thirteen  or  fourteen  years  ago,  bought  a  business  of 
a  person  named  Bhekey.  It  is  not  in  dispute  that  Baggeti  is 
entitled  to  all  the  rights  which  Blockey  had.  Blockey  became 
A  considerable  seller  of  stout,  aud  he  adopted,  and  Baggeti  has 
continued,  or  at  all  events  BaggeU  now  adopts,  a  circular  label  or 
trade-mark  of  this  description,  *^  Nourishing  London  Stout."  That 
must  be  read  separately,  ^  Nourishing  "  at  the  top,  *'  London  Stout  ** 
at  the  bottom.  Then,  in  the  centre  of  the  circular,  there  is  this  f 
^*  Baggett^  late  Bloekey.  Analyzed  and  reported  on  by  Dr.  EassdU. 
Trade  Label  B.  21  Buke  Street,  8t.  JameiT  That  is  the  trade- 
mark. 

So  matters  went  on.  Baggeti  continued  to  sell  his  stout  as 
'''  Nourishing  Stout  **  until  about  the  year  1870,  when  he  found  that 
the  Defendants  and  some  other  persons  were  selling  stout  under 
the  name  of  *' Nourishing  Stout."  The  Plaintiff  remonstrated 
mth  the  Defendants,  and  they  set  up  that  they  were  entitled  to  use 
the  word  ''  Nourishing  "  as  part  of  the  description  of  their  stout. 

The  first  question,  and  a  very  material  question,  is,  what  is  the 
trade-mark  of  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  has  a  trade-mark  at  all  ?  His 
case  has  been  argued  in  this  way :  that  the  word  *'  Nourishing  "  is 
his  trade-mark — **  Nourishing  "  London  Stout  But  I  must  take 
the  whole  label  as  being  his  trade-mark ;  and  it  is  only  justice  to 
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V.-G.  M.     these  Defendants  to  say  that  if,  as  the  Plaintiff  contends,  it  was 
1873       their  object  fraudulently  to  imitate  his  trade-mark,  I  have  never 

^iAoavrr  seen  a  case  in  which  there  was  so  singular  a  failure  in  imitation, 
or  in  which  I  should  have  more  readily  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  could  not  have  been  their  intention  to  imitate  or  deceive. 
Here  are  the  two  labels.  First  of  all,  the  size  is  totally  different ; 
secondly,  one  is  circular  and  the  other  is  oval.  The  Plaintiff 
has  all  this  written  description  of  his  own  name :  **  Raggett^  late 
Blockey.  Analyzed  and  reported  on  by  Dr.  HassaU."  What  do 
the  Defendants  do  ?  Surely,  if  their  object  had  been  fraudulent, 
and  that  which  the  Plaintiff  attributes  to  them,  namely,  a  desire 
to  possess  themselves'  of  the  Plaintiff's  trade  by  palming  off  on 
the  public  their  stout  as  the  Plaintiff's  stout,  they  could  have 
had  something  more  resembling  his  trade-mark  than  this.  Sup- 
pose I  take  the  trade-mark  to  be  '' Nourishing  London  Stout," 
which  I  cannot  do,  for  I  must  take  the  whole;  the  Defendants 
had  already  possessed  a  label  for  ale,  the  description  of  which  is 
^Superior  Dinner  Ale,"  they  desired,  at  the  end  of  the  year 
1870,  to  alter  their  label,  or  to  have  a  known  label  with  regard 
to  stout.  It  has  been  said  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  *^  Why,  of 
all  words,  did  they  adopt  the  word  *' Nourishing"?  But  in  all 
other  respects  they  have  departed  from  his  mark,  because  they 
simply  put  **  Nourishing  Stout,"  and  ''  Bottled  by  FindkUert 
Maekie,  &  Co.,  16,  Prince  Alberi  Sired,  Brighton  J*  That  is  the 
whole  trade-mark.  In  all  these  cases  of  trade-marks  there  is 
generally  such  an  imitation  of  the  trade-mark,  be  it  a  label,  or  a 
word,  or  anything  else,  as  to  deceive  the  public. 

The  cases  are  very  numerous,  and  they  have  been  cited  at  very 
great  length ;  many  have  occurred,  and  I  have  had  a  great  many 
myself  since  I  have  sat  in  this  chair,  and  there  has  been  in 
almost  every  case  a  studious  imitation,  or  something  on  the  part 
of  the  Defendant  who  is  sought  to  be  restrained  which  shews  that 
his  object  has  been  to  mislead  the  public,  and  induce  them  to 
believe  they  were  buying  the  Plaintiff's  goods  when  they  were 
buying  those  of  the  Defendant.  I  repeat,  that  if  this  were  the 
object  of  these  Defendants,  they  have  signally  failed  in  imitating 
the  trade-mark  of  the  Plamtiff.  If  I  take  the  Plaintiff's  trade* 
mark  as  that  round  label,  this  of  the  Defendant  is  so  dissimilar 
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that  one  cannot  be  mistaken  for  ibe  other.    It  is  in  evidence,  and     y.-O.  M. 
plainly  proved,  that  persons  who  attach  importance  to  this  ^'Nour-       isTS 
ishing  Stout "  know  it  as  RaggMB  or  Blocketf\  or,  at  all  events,     sIomT 
as  that  which  was  analyzed  by  Dr.  Eassall    There  is  no  approach  ^    ^' 
to  that  in  the  Defendant's  label.    Therefore,  if  I  take  the  two       — '- 
labels  together,  I  cannot  impute  fraudulent  intent  to  these  De- 
fendants to  imitate  the  label  of  the  Plaintiff. 

However,  the  case  has  been  argued  on  much  higher  grounds 
than  these,  because  the  Plaintiff  does  not  stop  short  of  claiming  an 
exclusive  property  in  the  word  "  Nourishing."  I  have  pressed  the 
learned  counsel  with  the  difficulties  that  weighed  on  my  mind  as 
to  whether  it  is  possible  for  a  person  using  an  English  adjective 
describing  the  quality  of  the  material  he  sells,  to  make  that  a 
trade-mark.  In  this  case  it  is  the  word  '*  Nourishing,"  which  is  in 
common  use  and  thoroughly  understood  by  all  Her  Majesty's  sub- 
jects— **  Nourishing  Stout."  Upon  principle,  ought  this  to  be  a 
trade-mark  ?  What  is  the  quality  of  stout  ?  I  suppose,  if  any 
one  was  called  upon  to  describe  the  most  distinguishing  quality 
stout  possesses  in  the  opinion  of  the  world,  it  would  be  that  it  is 
a  nourishing  beverage. 

Now,  it  is  undoubtedly  settled,  and  I  think  most  reasonably 

settled,  by  the  rules  of  this  Court,  that  a  man  with  reference  to 

his  production,  whether  it  be  an  article  manufactured  by  him,  or 

an  article  improved  by  him,  or  an  article  he  buys  of  other  people, 

is  at  liberty  to  adopt  a  trade-mark  which  shall  distinguish  it  from 

the  articles  of  all  other  people,  which  will  become  a  mark  of  his 

own ;  and  if  it  be  sufficient  to  distinguish  it,  then  he  has  a  right ' 

to  restrain  all  other  persons  from  using  that  mark.    The  case  has 

been  very  carefully  and  elaborately  argued ;  and  although  I  have 

only  heard  one  side,  it  has  occupied  two  days  and  a  half.    There 

18  a  great  mass  of  evidence,  which  has  been  all  gone  into,  although 

the  great  bulk  of  it  is  utterly  useless.   The  cases  which  have  been 

referred  to  go  to  this :  If  a  man  adopts  a  particular  mark,  he  has 

A  right  to  restrain  all  other  persons  from  using  that  mark.    But 

upon  principle  can  it  be  said  that  if  a  man  uses  a  word  with  regard 

to  an  article  he  sells  (he  not  brewing  the  beer,  but  being  the  mere 

retailer  of  it,  and  selling  it  in  certain  quantities),  he  can  call  it 

his  ^  Nourishing  London  Stout"  ? 

D2  2 


36  EQUITT  GASES.  [L.B. 

V.-a  M.  If  I  am  right  in  gaying  that  the  particular  quality  of  the  stout 
1873  is  this  nonrishing  quality,  must  not  every  man  be  at  liberty  to 
Sagostt  describe  his  stout^  whether  brewed  by  himself  or  brewed  by  another 
FwDLATBB,  ^^^  ^^^  "^y  ^*°^»  ^  being  a  nourishing  beverage  ?  Why  are  not 
—  Messrs.  Findlater  &  Co.  at  liberty  to  say  theirs  is  a  nourishing 
stout  as  well  as  the  Flaintiff*a  Upon  principle  it  appears  to  me 
there  must  be  something  to  go  beyond  a  mere  English  adjective 
describing  the  quality  of  the  material.  If  you  use  a  foreign 
word,  or  a  word  in  a  dead  language  not  known  to  people  in  general, 
that  word  itself,  because  it  is  not  understood,  may  very  reasonably 
become  a  trade-mark.  Therefore  it  was  that,  in  the  case  of 
MoAndrem  v.  Bassdt  (1),  the  word  ''  Anatolia  "  was  held  to  be  a 
good  trade-mark,  although  '*  Anatolia  "  describes  a  district  of  Asia 
Minor;  but  that  was  so  utterly  unknown  to  the  great  bulk  of  the 
community  that  it  was  not  unreasonable  to  say  that  those  who 
£iet  used  the  word  ''  Anatoiia  "  and  made  it  a  trade-mark  thereby 
acquired  the  exclusive  right  to  use  it  A  passage  in  Lord  WeBt" 
hunfs  judgment  in  that  case  has  been  dwelt  upon,  in  which  he 
says  (2) :  '^It  is  urged  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants  this  word  Anon 
tolia  is  a  general  expression ;  is,  in  point  of  fact,  the  geographical 
designation  of  a  whole  tract  of  country  wherein  liquorice  root  is 
largely  grown,  and  is  therefore  a  word  common  to  all,  and  in  it 
there  can  be  no  property.  That  argument  is  merely  a  repetition 
of  the  fallacy  which  I  have  frequently  had  occasion  to  expose. 
Property  in  the  word  for  all  purposes  cannot  exist ;  but  property  in 
that  word,  as  applied  by  way  of  stamp  upon  a  particular  vendible 
-  article,  as  a  stick  of  liquorice,  does  exist  the  moment  the  article 
goes  into  the  market  so  stamped,  and  there  obtains  acceptance 
and  reputation  whereby  the  stamp  gets  currency  as  an  indication 
of  superior  quality,  or  of  some  other  circumstance  which  renders 
the  article  so  stamped  acceptable  to  the  public." .  That  has  been 
read  as  applying  to  any  word  whatever ;  but  I  understand  Lord 
Westbury  as  applying  those  observations  to  the  word  before  him, 
and  I  ilnd  nothing  in  his  judgment  in  that  case,  or  in  what  has 
fallen  from  him,  or  any  other  Judge  in  any  other  case,  that  would 
warrant  the  principle  that  a  mere  description  of  the  quality  of  the 
article  by  an  English  word  can  become  a  trade-mark.    That  case 

(1)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  880.  (2)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  386. 
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was  mamly  relied  on  for  this  purpose:  There  the  word  was  a  Y.-O.M. 

foreign,  unknown  word,  "  Anatolia,'*  but  if  the  word  selected  had  1873 

been  an  English  word  describing  its  quality,  I  am  clear  that  those  baooett 

observations  would  have  been  as  adverse  to  the  PlaintiflTs  case  as  _     ^^ 

i^INDLATEB. 

in  the  case  of  this  foreign  word  they  were  favourable.  

The  next  case  is  that  of  Wotherspoon  v.  Currie  (1),  the  Olenfield 
Starch  case.  Now  why  was  the  word  *^  Olenfield  "  a  good  trade- 
mark ?  Olenfidd,  if  it  was  a  known  place,  was  a  very  insignifi- 
cant one,  although  if  it  had  been  a  known  place  it  might,  under 
certain  circumstances,  have  become  a  good  trade-mark;  but,  in 
feet,  **  Glenfidd  "  was  an  unknown  word.  Nobody  reading  **  Glen- 
fidd  ^  knew  whether  it  meant  the  name  of  the  maker  of  the 
starch,  or,  in  fact,  what  it  meant.  It  turned  out  the  original 
manu&cturers  had  made  their  starch  at  a  small  place  some-  few 
miles  from  Glasgow  called  Glenfield.  It  had  acquired  the  name, 
and  was  a  source  of  great  profit  to  the  Plaintiffs.  Then  the  De- 
fendant, for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  colour  to  his  proceedings, 
went  to  the  same  place  as  that  at  which  the  Plaintiffs  had  originally 
manufactured  their  starch — ^the  place  called  GUnfield — which  had 
no  definite  known  situation,  and  could  not  be  found  in  the  Directory ; 
and  in  order  to  make  it  appear  that  his  starch  was  the  Plaintiffs', 
made  the  word  Glenfidd  prominent  on  his  labels  instead  of  his  own 
name.  That  therefore,  again,  was  the  trade-mark.  It  might  have 
been  a  name,  or  anything  else,  but  whether  it  was  the  one  or 
the  other,  it  was  utterly  unknown  to  the  public,  but  it  became 
a  good  trade-mark.  I  originally  restrained  the  Defendant  from 
using  it,  and  my  decision  was  afterwards  afiSrmed  by  the  House  of 
Lords. 

The  next  case  relied  on  was  Ford  v.  Fostei*  (2),  with  regard  to 
the  Eureka  shirts.  There,  again,  the  same  principle  applied.  The 
trade-mark  in  that  case  was  the  word  "  Eureka."  I  need  not  say 
that  that  word  is  one  which  ninety-nine  out  of  every  hundred 
of  Her  Majesty's  subjects  would  be  wholly  unacquainted  with. 
Whether  it  was  the  name  of  a  person  or  a  place  would  to  the 
public  in  general  be  perfectly  unintelligible.  The  trade-mark  of 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  the  word  *^  Eureka."    Sometimes  he  had 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  bX.  508.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  611. 
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V.-C.  M.     called  his  shirts  **  Forces  Eureka  Shirts,"  and  sometimes  ^^  Eureka 
1873        Shirts/'  without  Ford.    The  Defendants  called  theirs  ^Foster's 

ji^l^^^  Eureka  Shirts,"  but  they  used  the  word  under  circumstances  which 
did  not  satisfy  yice-Chancellor  Baeon,  but  which  did  satisfy  the 
Court,  of  Appeal,  that  it  had  been  frtodulently  used  by  the  De- 
fendants; and  therefore,  being  a  fanciful  name,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  considered  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  the 
word,  although  he  had  made  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
that  he  had  a  patent.  That  question  does  not  arise  here,  and  I 
need  say  no  more  upon  it. 

The  next  case  referred  to  was  that  of  Broadhurst  v.  Barlow, 
before  Yice-Chancellor  Wickens  in  the  year  1872.  In  that  case 
the  article  was  lougcloth  manufactured  for  the  Turkish  market, 
and  the  trade-mark  was  the  words  *'  Exactly  twelve  yards  "  in  the 
Turkish,  Armenian,  and  modem  Greek  languages ;  as  it  went  to 
the  Turkish  market  it  is  possible  that  some  persons  would  under- 
stand all  the  three  languages,  but  although  the  Turks  would 
understand  the  Turkish  language,  possibly  the  Armenians  would 
not,  and  possibly  the  Turl^s  would  not  understand  the 'Armenian 
language,  and  probably  neither  would  understand  the  modem 
Greek  language.  The  trade-mark  there  consisted  of  the  particular 
order  in  which  those  foreign  words  were  used.  Yioe-ChanceUor 
Wickens  thought  (and  I  am  very  much  disposed  to  agree  with 
him)  that  they  did  amount  to  a  sufficient  trade-mark.  If  the 
Plaintiffs  had  used  the  words  '^Exactly  twelve  yards"  in  the 
English  language,  nobody  would  have  said  that  any  other  manu- 
facturer could  not  have  done  the  same ;  or  that  if  one  English 
manufacturer  of  ribbon  had  put  on  the  roller  **  Exactly  twelve 
yards,"  another  manufacturer  might  not  make  his  ribbon,  and  put 
it  on  a  roller,  and  say  '' Exactly  twelve  yards."  It  would  be 
trade-mark  running  mad  to  say  that  such  a  thing  as  that  could 
be.  Therefore  the  fieict  of  its  being  put  in  three  languages,  aU 
foreign  languages,  constituted  the  trade-mark  in  that  case. 

The  next  case  was  Seixo  v.  Provezende  (1),  which  was  with  regard 
to  Baron  Seixo'a  port  wine.  That  was  a  very  remarkable  case, 
because  Seioso  was  a  district  in  Portugal  from  which  the  Baron — 
the  Plaintiff — derived  his  title.    Therefore  k  was  at  once  i^  name 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch,  192. 
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and  a  district  In  that  casid  the  Defendants  also  had  a  yineyard,  or  V.-G.  IL 
some  yineyardsy  in  the  Seiao  district  Bat  Sekco  was  a  name,  and  is78 
the  Plaintiff  was  therefore  entitled  to  nse  his  own  name,  Seixo  ;  rago^ 
although  it  is  difflcalt  to  say  if  it  had  not  been  for  particular  cir- 
•cnmstances  that  he  would  haye  been  entitled  to  preyent  the  De- 
fendants from  calling  their  wine  ^  SeiasOy*  because  their  wine  did 
<come  from  the  district  of  Seiooo.  The  Plaintiff,  howeyer,  was  an 
individual  bearing  the  name,  and  it  was  also  the  district  from 
which  he  took  his  title ;  and  there  was  no  reason  at  all  why  the 
Defendant  should  be  allowed  to  use  precisely  the  same  name. 
Lord  CranwoHh  laid  down  yery  distinctly  the  rule  of  the  Court  in 
A  manner  which  nobody  could  find  fault  with,  and  in  language 
which  I  haye  myself  frequently  followed,  namely,  that  no  man  is 
by  the  use  of  a  word,  a  name,  a  device,  or  mark  to  deceive  the 
public,  and  lead  them  to  believe  they  are  buying  the  articles  of 
one  man,  while  in  truth  they  are  buying  the  articles  of  another. 

The  next  case  relied  upon  was  that  oiOodcs  v.  Chandler  (1),  the 
*"  Beading  Sauce  **  case.  **  Beading  Sauce  "  is  an  article  of  general 
ose,  and  has  become  so  much  so  that  no  person  can  restrain 
another  from  calling  a  sauce  made  at  Beading  **  Beading  Sauce." 
But  the  Defendant  thought  proper  to  call  his  sauce  the  ^  Original 
Beading  Sauce."  That  was  a  representation  to  the  public,  as  the 
Master  of  the  BoUs  put  it,  that  he  was  the  original  vendor,  and 
^vvas  in  possession  of  the  original  receipt,  or  had  some  particular 
claim  to  the  words  "  Beading  Sauce  "  which  others  had  not  That 
was  not  true.  He  was  not  the  original  vendor,  nor  did  he  repre- 
sent the.  original  inventor ;  and,  therefore,  he  was  restrained  from 
the  use  of  the  word  ''  original,"  because  that  part,  and  that  part 
only,  of  his  representation  was  untrue,  and,  consequently,  fraudu- 
lent 

Nothing  turned  upon  the  next  case  of  Lawean  v.  Batik  of  Lonr 
-dan  (2),  because  it  went  off  upon  an  informality  in  the  declaration. 
That  was  a  case  where  a  man  claimed  that  he  had  used  the  words 
^  Bank  of  London,**  No  doubt  if  he  had  called  his  place  of  busi- 
ness the  *^  Bank  of  London  "  it  was  a  matter  of  public  inconveni- 
•ence  that  another  bank  should  be  called  by  the  same  name ;  and 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  446.  (2)  18  C.  B.  84. 
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V.-O.M.     having  once  adopted  that  name,  he  might  have  applied  to  restrain 

1878       the  Defendants  from  using  the  same  name,  just  as  a  newspaper  pro- 

Bagosit     prietor  who  adopts  a  particular  title  might  seek  to  restrain  other 

FnroLATEB.  P^^pl®  fr^°^  using  the  same  title.    I  have  had  one  or  two  cases  of 

that  kind,  one  a  country  newspaper  in  Buchinghamskire,  where 

one  paper  having  been  established  some  years,  the  Defendant  set 
up  a  newspaper  and  called  it  by  the  same  name,  which  was 
restrained ;  and  I  believe  the  order  I  made  has  been  acquiesced 
in,  and  is  now  in  force. 

The  next  case  which  was  relied  upon  was  the  case  before  me, 
and  afterwards  before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  of  Lee  v.  Haley  (1),  the 
Chiinea  Coal  Company  case.  The  principle  I  am  acting  upon  in 
this  case  I  acted  upon  there.  In  that  case  the  trade-mark  was  the 
'*  Guinea  Goal  Company,"  that  is  the  description  of  the  quality  of 
the  coal,  because  the  *'  Guinea  Coal  Company  "  meant  a  coal  com- 
pany which  sold  coals  at  a  guinea  a  ton.  My  judgment,  and  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Justice  CKffardf  who  affirmed  me,  go  upon 
the  same  principle,  that  the  Defendant  Haley  was  entitled  to 
sell  his  coals  as  the  ^  Guinea  Coal  Company,"  because  he  did  sell 
coal  at  a  guinea  a  ton ;  but  nothing  would  satisfy  him  but  going 
to  PaU  MaUj  where  the  Plaintiff  carried  on  business,  and  calling 
himself  the  '' Guinea  Coal  Company,  PaU  Mall*^  That  was  calcu- 
lated to  deceive,  and  there  was  some  evidence  that  it  did  deceive 
customers  who  were  going  to  purchase  coals  from  the  Plaintiff. 
That  was  done,  as  I  considered,  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  the 
public,  and  I  see  Lerd  Justice  CUffard^  expresses  in  the  strongest 
terms  that  it  was  done  deliberately  for  the  purpose  of  depriving 
the  Plaintiffs  company  of  their  just  rights* 

KnoU  V.  Morffan  (2)  is  a  case  of  an  exactly  similar  kind,  about  the 
omnibus  company,  where  one  omnibus  company  having  adopted 
a  particular  title,  another  omnibus  company  were  not  permitted 
to  adopt  the  same  title,  it  being  a  name  of  trade  which  they  are 
entitled  to  restrain  anybody  else  from  using. 

There  was  also  lately  before  me,  and  before  the  Court  of  Appeal^ 
who  affirmed  my  decision,  the  Annatto  case  (FuUwood  v.  Full* 
wood).    In  that  case  the  uncle,  tiie  Plaintiff,  had  got  the  original 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  155.  (2)  2  Keen,  213. 
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bnsinesB.    The  nephew,  the  Defendant,  set  up  the  same  business,     V.-C.  M. 
and  used  a  label  so  like  his  uncle's  that  I  had  great  difficulty  in       1878 
saying  even  on  the  label  itself  that  there  was  not  a  case  for  inter-     raggitt 
feience.    Upon  the  whole,  I  am  inclined  to  think  the  C!ourt  would   YamilTat. 
not  have  interfered  upon  the  label  alone,  as  his  name  was  Full-       — * 
wood,  and  he  did  make  annatto,  as  long  as  he  remained  at  a  dis- 
tance.   At  all  events,  the  uncle  did  not  ask  for  the  interference  of 
the  Court  on  that  ground ;  but  nothing  would  do  but  that,  like 
the  Defendant  in  the  Ouinea  Coal  Company  case,  he  must  remove 
from  the  place  where  he  had  been  carrying  on  his  business  into 
the  same  small  street  in  which  his  uncle  carried  on  his  business. 
There,  there  being  a  combination  of  the  name,  a  similarity  of  the 
labels,  and  the  same  place  of  manufacture,  I  thought,  and  in  that 
I  was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  it  was  a  case  for  the 
interference  of  the  Court,  because  I  was  of  opim'on  that  he  could 
not  have  removed  into  that  street^  of  all  streets  in  the  world, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  availing  himself  of  the  name  and  reputa- 
tion of  his  undo.    All  these  cases  seem  to  me  to  be  distinguish- 
able  as  proceeding  on  a  totally  di£ferent  principle. 

The  case  which  does  approach  most  nearly  to  this,  and  in 
which  I  think  the  views  I  am  expressing  are  entirely  borne  out, 
is  the  case  of  Braham  v.  Bustard  (1)  with  regard  to  the  **  Excelsior 
Soap."  The  facts  were  these :  the  Plaintiff  had  manufiactured  a 
white  soft  soap  and  called  it  ''  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap."  The 
same  principle  applies  here.  I  have  already  said  that  a  fanciful 
word,  not  understood  by  the  public,  you  may  have  the  exclusive 
right  to  use,  because  it  will  become  a  trade-mark.  "  Excelsior  "  is 
a  Latin  word  which  would  be  understood  by  few  of  the  public, 
and  does  not  and  could  not  describe  quality.  It  is  a  fanciful 
word  which  the  owner  chooses  to  adopt.  Then  the  Defendants 
called  their  soap  also  '',  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap."  The  Vice- 
chancellor  Wood  ux  giving  judgment  said  (2) : ''  It  is  said  that  the 
name  is  a  ridiculous  one,  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  to  protect 
it ,  But  though  it  is  true  that  the  Court  will  not,  if  it  can  avoid  it, 
be  made  the  medium  of  a  mere  puffing  advertisement,  still  if,  as 
bere,  the  Plainti£b  have  a  right  of  sufficient  value  to  induce  others 
to  attempt  a  fraudulent  violation  of  it,  the  Court  will  interfere  to 

(1)  1  H.  &  M.  447.  (2)  1  H.  &  M.  456. 
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V,-G.  M.     prevent  them  from  being  cheated.    Again,  the  Defendants  nrge 
1873       that  *  Excelsior '  is  merely  a  mark  of  quality,  like  *  superfine  * 

Baggett  or  *  superior/  but  there  seems  to  me  to  be  a  double  answer  to 
this.  In  the  first  place,  the  Plaintiffs  do  not  sell  two  or  three 
qualities  of  soap,  calling  one  of  them  *  Excelsior '  and  the  others 
by  some  other  name;  they  have  only  one  quality,  which  they 
denominate  '  The  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap,'  and  there  is  nothing 
except  itself  with,  which  to  compare  it.  But,  in  the  second  place, 
the  manner  in  which,  as  has  been  proved,  this  name  is  generally 
used  in  the  market,  shews  that  it  is  more  like  such  names  as 
*  Victoria^*  *  Albert^*  *  Eureka*  &c.,  which  are  not  names  of 
quality,  but  simply  arbitrary  designations  for  the  sake  of  dis* 
tinction.  If  the  Plaintiffs  had  issued  their  soap  under  the  name 
of '  Albert  White  Soft  Soap,'  I  should  imdoubtedly  have  interfered 
to  prevent  any  one  else  from  adopting  that  name  to  their  pre- 
judice; and  here  it  is  proved  that  the  Plaintiffs'  goods  had 
undisputed  possession  of  the  market  for  at  least  six  months  under 
the  name  at  present  in  dispute,  and  have  acquired  a  reputation 
under  that  name."  I  think  the  whole  of  that  proceeded  on  the 
basis  that  if  the  word  had  been  an  English  word  describing 
quality,  the  word  merely  describing  quality  would  not  be  the 
subject  of  a  trade-mark.  My  opinion  is,  that,  for  the  protection 
ot  the  public,  it  is  necessaty  a  trade-mark  should  be  something 
beyond  a  mere  English  word  denoting  quality.  If  the  Plaintiff 
was  desirous  of  possessing  the  advantage  of  his  trade-mark  he 
had  the  matter  completely  in  his  own  hands,  because  in  order  to 
distinguish  it  from  all' others  he  might  have  associated  his  name 
with  it,  or  the  name  of  his  predecessor,  or  something  which  would 
distinguish  it  from  merely  nourishing  stout^  which  in  my  opinioa 
any  person  has  a  right  to  call  his  stout,  if  it  be  that  whioh  it  is 
said  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  to  be — nourishing  stout. 
The  word  ''  Nourishing  "  tiierefore  of  itself  will  not  da  If  the 
tnide*mark  of  the  Plaintiff  is  more  than  that,  nothing  can  be  more 
clear  than  that  the  Defendants  have  not  imitated  it  If  his  case 
is  a  colourable  imitation  of  the  label,  such  an  imitation  has  not 
taken  place.  If  he  has  only  rested  his  case  on  the  word  "  Nourish- 
ing," I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  is  no  trade-mark,  and  on  that 
ground  I  think  his  case  wholly  fails. 
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I  am  ako  of  opinioD,  apon  the  evidenoey  that  his  stout  is  not     V.-0.  M. 
known  by  the  mere  single  name  of  '^Nonrishing  Stout,"  but        ISTS 
as  "  EUekeifi  Stoiit,''  "  Shekels  Nourishing  Stout,"  « BaggdU     bI^^ 
Stoat,"  or  "  Baggetfa  Nourishing  Stout."    To  shew  the  extent  to   ^^j^^^^g^ 

which  the  Plaintiff  has  gone,  I  may  mention  that  he  has  actually       

filed  a  bill  against  another  man  for  calling  his  stout  "  Nourishing 
DMin  Stout."  Now  DaMin  stout  is  as  well  known  as  London 
stout,  and  is  a  thing  of  great  reputation.  It  is  absurd  to  say  that 
8  man  cannot  call  his  stout  '*  Nourishing  DtMin  Stout."  The  word 
'*  DvXUfC*  completely  distinguishes  it  fr(»n  the  Plaintiff's,  as  does 
also  the  character  and  form  of  the  label.  It  shews  the  absurd 
lengths  to  which  the  Plaintiff  goes.  I  can  give  no  encouragement 
to  a  Plaintiff  who  sets  up  claims  of  this  sort,  and  entirely  fails. 
On  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed. 

Then  comes  the  question  of  costs,  and  a  very  important  one  it 
is,  considering  the  length  to  which  this  litigation  has  been  carried. 
Nowy  a  man  who  asserts  a  title  of  this  sort  must  proceed  on  his  own 
rights,  and  if  it  turns  out  that  he  files  his  bill  asserting  a  right  he 
has  not,  there  must  be  something  very  special  to  exonerate  him 
from  his  liability  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  litigation  in  which  he 
has  so  embarked.  Are.  there  such  circumstances  in  this  case? 
It  seems  that  from  a  very  early  period  the  Defendants,  who  are 
admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  highly  respectable  traders,  and  have 
been  so  described  emphatically  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  have 
carried  on  this  business.  Have  they  shewn  an  intention  to  commit 
a  fraud  ?  I  am  bound  to  say  I  do  not  believe  the  Defendants  ever 
intended  to  do  anything  of  the  kind,  or  did  it ;  and  further,  that  if 
an  application  had  been  made  to  them  they  were  ready  to  discon- 
tinue the  use  of  the  word  **  Nourishing."  But  that  would  not  satisfy 
the  Plaintiff,  who  seems  to  have  been  very  lavish  in  his  expendi- 
ture for  the  purpose  of  establishing  his  right  to  this  word '' Nourish- 
ing." No  doubt  if  he  could  establish  his  right  to  it,  and  so  exclude 
all  the  world,  it  would  be  very  valuable  to  him.  It  is  a  speculation 
in  which  he  has  thought  fit  to  embark,  and  in  which  he  has  failed. 
Nothing  would  do  for  him  but  to  go  on  with  his  suit,  and  the 
motion  was  brought  before  me  on  £Edse  representations,  because 
the  representation  in  the  bill  originally  filed  is :  *^  The  manufiGtcture 
of  such  stout  is  based  upon  a  particular  method  or  process,  whereby 
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y^^M,     the  earthy  phosphates  or  nutritive  salts  of  the  malt,  which  afford 
1873       mineral  nourishment  to  the  bones  and  nerves  of  the  body,  are 

Bag^rt  ii^ore  fully  and  completely  extracted  and  developed  than  is  ordi* 
narily  the  case."  That  is  his  deliberate  statement,  because  he 
swears  it  also  in  his  affidavit ;  but  not  only  that,  for  he  actually 
adheres  to  it  at  a  later  period,  when  he  was  cross-examined  on  the 
5th  of  December,  1871.  He  now  abandons  all  that  case,  and 
admits  that  Truman^  Hanbury^  &  Co.  supply  him  from  the  same 
vats  from  which  they  supply  all  their  other  customers,  and  that 
the  beer  for  liim  leaves  the  brewery  precisely  in  the  same  cbndi- 
tion  as  it  leaves  the  brewery  for  everybody  else.  What  is  his  case 
now  ?  Why,  that  when  he  gets  it  to  his  cellars  he  doctors  it  him- 
self— ^that  is,  he  puts  something  into  it  which  brings  out  these  re- 
markable qualities ;  that  it  becomes  more  agreeable  to  the  palate, 
more  digestible,  and  more  suited  to  invalids,  and  has  all  those 
qualities  which  he  wants  to  take  advantage  of  under  the  word 
^  Nourishiug."  For  the  purpose  of  proving  that,  he  has  brought 
forward  half  a  dozen  medical  men,  who  have  given  testimony  that 
they  have  tasted  the  beer  when  first  delivered  to  the  Plaintiff  and 
after  it  has  been  doctored,  and  they  could  detect  the  difference 
merely  by  the  taste.  The  Defendants  have  called  a  Dr.  Eogen, 
who  says  he  analyzed  the  beer  and  could  find  no  difference  between 
the  two ;  and  a3  the  brewing  solely  for  him  by  Truman  A  Co.  turns 
out  to  be  a  fiction,  I  am  very  much  inclined  to  think  that  what  he 
puts  into  the  beer  is  also  a  fiction.  I  cannot  assume  that  there  is 
any  real  difference. 

It  is,  I  think,  yery  much  against  the  Plaintiff  that  he  launched 
his  case  with  so  false  a  statement  as  that  the  beer  was  brewed 
expressly  for  him,  when  he  knew  perfectly  well  that  he  received 
just  the  same  -stout  as  other  people,  and  that,  if  there  was  a  differ- 
ence, it  depended  upon  the  doctoring  it  received  from  him  after  it 
got  into  his  own  cellars.  That  is  not  a  circumstance  tending  to 
relieve  the  Plaintiff  from  payment  of  costs.  It  has  been  said  that  the 
conduct  of  the  Defendants  has  been  unreasonable ;  but  has  it  been 
so  ?  The  Plaintiff  files  his  bill  upon  an  entirely  false  and  fictitious 
case,  but  he  persists  in  going  on  with  the  suit^  and  exacts  an  answer 
from  the  Defendants.  By  that  answer  they  state  that  the  use  of 
the  word  ''  Nourishing  "  had  been  a  very  small  advantage,  if  any. 
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to  them ;  and  although  they  believed  and  submitted  that  they  had     V.-C.  M. 
a  perfect  right  to  the  use  of  the  word  '*  Nourishing,"  stilly  as  they        1878 
considered  that  the  use  of  the  word  was  not  worth  disputing  about,     raogbtt 
and  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  litigation,  they  would  have  given   foto^thi, 
up  the  use  of  that  word  if  a  proper  application  had  been  made  to        — 
them  by  the  Plaintiff  to  do  so.  No  such  application  had,  however, 
been  made,  and  they  submitted  that  the  whole  question  might  and 
would  have  been  settled  amicably  if  the  Plaintiff  had  not  acted  in 
the  summary  and  arbitrary  manner  which  he  had.  adopted.    I 
admit  that  that  is  not  an  unconditional  offer  to  give  up  the  use  of 
the  word,  but  it  is  holding  out  the  olive  branch  and  affording  an 
opportunity  of  settling  the  whole  matter.    But  the  Plaintiff  seems 
so  possessed  of  what  I  cannot  help  calling  a  degree  of  pertinacity 
on  the  subject  that  he  had  the  exclusive  right  to  use  the  word,  and 
that  nobody,  whether  they  described  their  stout  as  **  Dublin  Stout" 
or  "  JESeefer  Stout "  or  "  Mtmehegter  Stout,"  could  use  the  word  "  Nour- 
ishing "  because  he  originally  adopted  that  word,  that  when  oppor* 
tunity  is  given  him  to  retire  from  the  litigation,  he  persists  in  going 
on  with  it. 

Therefore,  as  in  my  opinion  he  has  totally  failed  in  establishing 
a  right  to  the  use  of  the  word  **  Nourishing,"  I  am  also  of  opinion, 
with  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  he  has  conducted  the  litigation 
he  is  very  much  to  blame ;  and  therefore  the  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs,  including  the  costs  of  the  motion  which  stood 
till  the  hearing. 

.  Solicitors  for  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  Baxter,  Boss,  &  Norton. 
Solicitor  for  Defendants :  Mr.  A.  Dcbie. 
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V.-O.  M.  KITCHEN  V.  IBBETSON. 

1873 

^«^yw  Couniy  Court  Appeal — Ocoda  of  InteBkiio^-Bankruptcy  qf  Administrairix — 

Nov.  17.  Order  and  DitpotUum — Laches. 

The  holders  for  value  of  an  unregistered  bill  of  sale  of  certain  goods 
supplied  to  an  innkeeper  for  use  in  his  business  allowed  them  to  remain  in 
the  hands  of  his  administratrix  after  his  death.  Qhe  continued  the  business, 
and  remained  in  possession  of  the  goods  for  fifteen  months  after  taking  out 
letters  of  administration  to  him,  at  the  end  of  which  time  she  became 
bankrupt : — 

Hdd^  first,  that  the  goods  were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bank- 
rupt with  the  consent  of  the  true  owners : 

Secondly,  that  independently  of  the  bill  of  sale  the  lapse  of  more  than  a 
year,  during  which  the  goods  were  in  the  hands  of  the  administratrix  and  used 
by  her  for  the  purposes  of  her  business,  precluded  any  claim  as  against  her 
creditors  by  the  creditors  of  tbe  estate  of  which  she  was  administratrix. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  deciaion  of  the  Judge  of  the  County 
Court  at  Leeds. 

The  Appellants  were  Plaintiffs  in  a  creditor's  suit  instituted  by 
plaint  in  the  County  Court  on  the  20th  of  January,  1872,  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  one  Edward  Ibbetson,  an  innkeeper 
at  Leeds,  against  Elusabeih  Ihbetsan,  his  widow  and  administratriz. 
They  claimed  as  creditors  of  the  estate  in  respect  of  a  sum  of  £109, 
being  a  balance  due  to  them  for  goods  supplied  to  Edward  Ibbei- 
son  for  use  in  his  business,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent,  from  the  1st  of  June,  1870.  This  debt  was  secured  by 
a  bQl  of  sale  on  the  goods  dated  the  31st  of  January,  1865, 
which  had  never  been  roistered. 

Edward  Ibbeison  died  intestate  on  the  1st  of  October,  1870,  and 
letters  of  administration  were  granted  to  Mizdbeth  Ilhelson  on  the 
14th  of  November,  1870.  She  continued  the  business,  and 
remained  in  possession  of  the  goods  comprised  in  the  bill  of  sale 
till  the  13th  of  January,  1872,  when  ^he  filed  a  petition  for 
liquidation  in  the  same  County  Court,  under  the  Bankrupt  Act, 
1869.  On  the  1st  of  February,  1872,  John  MayaU,  who  was  after- 
wards made  a  Defendant  to  the  suit,  was  appointed  a  trustee  of  the 
estate,  and  as  such  took  possession  of  the  property  comprised  in 
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the  bill  of  sale.    The  Appellants  had  taken  no  steps  towards    V.-C.  M. 
registration  of  the  bill  of  sale,  or  towards  taking  possession        1878 

nnder  it.  Kitohkn 

The  goods  were  sold  in  the  bankruptcy  and  produced  £93  13s.  3d. 

On  the  21st  of  March,  1873,  the  County  Ooort  Judge,  by  the 

decree  in  the  suit,  made  a  declaration  that  this  sum  was  applicable 

for  the  payment  of  Mrs.  Ibbetson^a  creditors. 
This  part  of  the  decree  was  now  appealed  from. 
The  appeal  case,  after  stating  the  above  &ct3,  continued : — 

*'  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Vice-chancellor  are: — 
**  1.  Whether  the  goods  referred  to  in  the  said  decree  were 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  intestate  subject  to  the  afore- 
said hill  of  sale  to  the  Plaintifis,  and  whether  the  same  at  the  time 
of  filing  the  petition  by  the  administratrix  were  in  her  hands,  as 
such  administratrix,  as  part  of  the  intestate's  estate,  and  the  pro* 
ceeds  thereof  applical>le  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  or  whether 
such  goods  were  at  the  time  of  petition  of  the  said  Mizabeth 
Ihbdion  the  property  of  the  Plaintifib  by  virtue  of  the  bill  of  sale, 
and  were  in  her  order  and  disposition  by  their  consent?" 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Barber,  for  the  Appellants  :— 

The  Appellants  did  not  seek  to  enforce  the  bjll  of  sale  by  their 
plaint,  but  sued  simply  as  creditors  of  the  intestate. 

The  necessary  conclusion  from  the  decision  now  appealed  from 
is,  that  an  executor  or  administrator  may,  by  retaining  in  his 
hands  part  of  the  estate  he  represents,  make  it  assets  for  payment 
of  his  own  debts.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  trust  property  in  the 
hands  of  a  bankrupt  is  not  assets  for  payment  of  his  debts  as  being 
in  his  order  and  disposition,  and  a  personal  representative  is  a 
trustee  for  this  purpose.  This  possession  being  in  autre  droit 
is  not  such  as  giyes  his  creditors  any  title :  In  re  Thomas  (1) ; 
Ex  parte  Marsh  (2). 

It  is  only  in  the  case  of  an  executor  de  son  tort  that  any  such  right 
arises,  and  this  was  the  position  of  the  parties  in  Fox  v.  Fisher  (3). 
The  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  a  legal  personal  repre- 
sentative clearly  appears  by  such  a  case  as  Stoeken  v.  Dawson  (4). 

(1)  1  Ph.  159.  (3)  8  B.  &  A.  135. 

(2)  1  Atk.  158.  (4)  9  Beav.  239. 
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V.-G.  H.  The  proper  coarse  in  this  case  would  have  been  to  appoint  a 

1878  receiver  of  so  much  as  was  in  the  hands  of  the   bankrupt  as 

KrroHEir  eAxrdnistieAnx:  Ex  parte  Ellis  (1). 
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Mr.  G.  WiaiafMon  (Kr.  Glam,  Q.C.,  wiih  him),  for  the  trustee 
in  the  bankruptcy : — 

The  question  is  simply  one  of  fact^  whether^  under  the  circum-         | 
stances,  the  goods  must  not  be  treated  as  having  become  the 
property  of  the  bankrupt  in  her  own  right.    The  rule  of  law  is,         I 
that  where  creditors  have  allowed  time  to  elapse  without  taking 
any  steps  to  get  in  the  estate  of  their  debtor,  they  will  not  be  : 

alllowed,  as  against  the  creditors  of  his  representative,  to  claim 
property  which  has  been  left  in  the  possession  of  the  representa- 
tivp :  Fox  V.  Fisher  (2).  This  principle  applies  to  the  case  of  a 
legal  personal  representative  as  well  as  representative  by  wrong : 
Bay  V.  Bay  (3).  Then  the  only  question  is,  whether  a  sufficient 
time  has  elapsed  in  this  case  to  give  a  preferable  title  to  the 
creditors  of  the  administratrix.  It  is  an  important  consideration 
that  the  assets  are  very  small,  and  that  the  Appellants  took  no 
steps  to  get  them  in  till  after  the  petition  in  bankruptcy  was 
presented. 

Moreover,  the  Appellants  were,  under  the  bill  of  sale,  the  true 
owners  of  the  goods,  and  the  administratrix  remained  in  possession 
with  their  consent. 

Mr.  Barber^  in  reply : — 

The  smallness  of  the  assets  is  rather  a  justification  for  delay 
than  otherwise. 

The  real  point  is,  that  this  is  trust  property,  and  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  The  bill 
of  sale  cannot  be  set  up  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  creditors  of  the 
intestate. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 
This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Mr.  Marshall,  the  Judge  of 

(1)  1  Atk.  101.  (2)  3  B.  &  A.  135. 

(3)  Coop.  G.  264. 
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the  County  Court  at  Leeds.    The  amount  of  money  in  question  is    y.^.  m. 

small,  but  the  principles  involved  are  important.  1878 

[His  Honour  then  stated  the  facts  above  mentioned^  and  con-     kito^ 

tinned : — ^1  ^    ^' 

Ibbetbov 

No  doubty  as  a  general  rule,  trust  property  does  not  pass  to  a       

trustee  in  bankruptcy,  because  it  is  not  property  which  can  be  in 
the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  and  therefore,  even  where  it  continues  to  be  held  by 
the  bankrupt  till  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  it  does  hot  form  part      ' 
of  the  estate  divisible  amongst  his  creditors. 

But  this  case  depends  upon  its  particular  circumstances.  Mrs. 
Ihbeisan  was,  no  doubt,  in  the  first  instance,  a  trustee  of  this  pro- 
perty as  administratrix  of  her  husband,  and  was  in  possession  in 
that  character.  But  when  she  carried  on  the  business  herself,  she 
did  so  on  her  own  account.  It  is  clear  that  as  regards  the  business 
she  dismissed  the  character  of  administratrix,  and  continued  on 
her  own  account  But  the  question  of  the  ownership  of  these 
goods  still  remains. 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  I  think  the  Plaintifis  had  a  good  assign- 
ment of  the  property  by  thejr  bill  of  sale,  and  that  the  fact  of  it 
not  being  registered  does  not  make  it  void  against  the  legal  per- 
sonal representative.  Therefore,  under  the  bill  of  sale,  I  think 
they  had  a  good  title.  But  then  they  did  not  take  possession. 
The  goods  consequently  remained  in  the  order  and  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt  with  the  consent  of  the  true  owners. 

But  if  I  dismiss  from  consideration  their  title  under  the  bill  of 
sale,  the  Plaintiffs  were  creditors  of  the  intestate  at  his  death,  and 
as  such  had  a  right  to  take  possession  of  the  property.  They, 
however,  took  no  steps  with  that  view,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
allowed  the  administratrix  to  remain  in  possession.  •  She  was,  con- 
sequently, in  possession  with  their  consent.  Then  the  question  is, 
how  long  the  creditors  could  allow  that  state  of  things  to  continue 
without,  affecting  their  rights.  If  they  might  do  so  for  twelve 
months,  why  not  for  her  whole  life  ?  That  would  be  most  unfair,, 
for  it  would  leave  persons  who  knew  nothing  about  the  husband  to 
continue  dealing  with  her,  under  the  inpression  that  these  goods 
were  her  property,  and  then  to  find  that  they  had  nothing  to  resort 
to  for  payment  of  their  debts. 

Vou  XVir.  E  2 
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y.-O.  M.        The  decided  cases,  however,  negative  such  a  proposition.   In  Fax 

1873       T.  Fisher  (1)  it  was  held  that  possession  of  the  goods  of  an  intestate 

KiTOHXN     foi^  seToral  years  by  a  party  who  made  himself  executor  de  son  tart 

Ibbotok     S^^®  ^^®  assignees,  upon  his  afterwards  becoming  bankrupt,  a  pre- 

—        ferable  title  to  that  of  a  creditor  of  the  intestate ;   and  Bay  v. 

Bay  (2)  shews  that  this  doctrine  extends  to  the  case  of  a  legal 

personal  representative. 

On  both  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appeal 
must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs;  Bidsdale,  Oraddock,  dk  Bidsdcde  ;  Messrs.  WU- 
liamsan,  HiU,  A  Co. 


Nov,  15. 


V..C.M.  WHTTE  V.  WHTTE. 

^  [1872    W.    288.] 

Legacies  to  the  same  Person  hy  different  Instruments — Substitutional^  not 

Cumulative. 

A  testator  gave  two  legacies  of  £5000  each  to  the  same  person  hy  two 
codicils  executed  at  the  same  time,  and  in  nearly  the  same  words,  neither 
codicil  comprising  any  other  legacy.  One  instrument  he  sent  to  his  solicitor 
and  the  other  he  sent  to  the  legatee.  Three  years  afterwards  he  withdrew 
the  codicil  held  hy  his  solicitor  and  sent  it  also  to  the  legatee.  He  had  pre- 
.  yiously  executed  his  will  in  duplicate,  sending  one  copy  to  his  solicitor  and 
the  other  to  the  principal  beneficiary : — 

EM^  that  the  legacies  given  by  the  two  codicils  were  Bubstitutioiial  and 
not  cumulative. 

Sir  JOHN  HENNIKEB,  late  of  Campton  Martin,  Somerset,  by 
his  will,  dated  the  7th  of  February,  1860,  gave  certain  property 
to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  Antui  Maria  Whyte  and  her  two 
children. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will  dated  the  2nd  of  April, 
1868,  written  by  himself  upon  a  sheet  of  note  paper,  which  was  in 
the  following  words : — **  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Eliza  Dymoeke,  now 
residing  at  Compton  Martin,  the  sum  of  £5000,  to  take  and  receive 

(1)  3  B.  &  A.  135.  (2)  Coop.  G.  264. 


VOL.  XVIL]  EQUITY  OASES.  51 

for  her  own  use  during  her  life  'the  interests  or  dividends  thereof^     Y.*G.  M. 
and  from  and  after  her  decease  the  interests  and  dividends  thereof       1878 
are  to  be  paid  amongst  her  children,  Frederick^  Margaret ^  and      Wbtte 
Oeorge^  daring  their  lives  respectively,  as  she,  the  said  Eliza      wottb. 

Dymoeke,  shall  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing  or  by  her        

last  will  or  testament  direct  or  appoint.  And  after  the  deaths  of 
them,  the  said  Oeorge^  Margaret^  and  Frederidk^  the  said  principal 
«nm  of  £5000  is  to  be  distributed  amongst  the  issue  lawfully 
begotten  of  the  said  Charge^  Margaret,  and  Frederiek  respectively, 
in  such,  shares  and  proportions  and  on  such  conditions  as  the  said 
Eliza  Dymoeke^  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing  or  by  her  ' 
last  will  and  testament  appoint,  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ments I  direct  that  the  interest  and  dividends  of  the  said  sum  of 
£5000  shall  be  equally  divided  amongst  the  said  Oeorge^  Margaret 
and  Frederiek  for  life,  and  after  their  deaths  respectively  the  prin- 
cipal in  parts  or  shares  shall  go  to  their  lawful  issue  per  etirps  ; 
and  in  case  of  total  failure  of  such  issue  I  direct  that  the  said 
principal  sum  of  £5000  shall  revert  to  the  Lord  or  Lady  of  Compton 
Martin  aforesaid  at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  such  total  issue  as 
aforesaid.** 

The  testator  made  another  codicil,  also  bearing  date  the  2nd  of 
April,  1868,  and  written  in  the  same  manner,  in  the  following 
words : — ^  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Eliza  Dymoeke,  now  residing  at 
Compton  Martin^  the  sum  of  £5000  sterling,  in  order  that  she  may 
take  and  receive  for  her  own  use  during  her  life  the  interest  or 
^dividends  thereof,  and.  from  and  after  her  death  I  direct  that  the 
interests  and  dividends  thereof  are  to  be  paid  and  distributed 
amongst  her  children,  viz.,  Oeorge,  Margaret,  and  Frederiek,  during 
their  lives  respectively,  in  such  shares  and  proportions  as  she,  the 
«aid  Eliza  Dytnoeke,  shall  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing  or 
by  her  last  will  or  testament  direct ;  and  that  after  the  deaths  of 
them,  the  said  Oeorge,  Margaret,  and  Frederiek  respectively,  such 
^re  or  proportion  of  the  said  sum  of  £5000  is  to  be  given  and  dis- 
tributed amongst  the  issue  lawfully  begotten  of  the  said  Oeorge, 
Margaret^  and  Frederiek,  and  on  such  condition  as  the  said  Eliza 
Dymoeke  shall  by  any  deed  or  instrument  in  writing,  or  by  her 
last  will  and  testament,  appoint ;  and  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment respectively,  I  direct  that  the  interest  or  dividends  of  the  said 

E2  2 
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y.-O.  M.     sam  of  £5000  shall,  after  the  decease  of  the  said  Eliza  Dymocke,  he 

1873       equally  divided  amongst  the  said  Georffe^  Margaret,  and  Frederick^ 

Whtte      ^^^  their  respective  lives,  and  after  their  deaths  respectively  the 

White.     ^^  principal  Sum  of  £5000  shall  go  in  equal  parts  or  shares  ta 

their  lawful  issue  fer  stirpes ;  and  in  case  of  total  failure  of  al) 

such  issue,  I  direct  that  after  the  deaths  of  them,  the  said  Qeonyer 
Margaret,  and  Frederieh,  the  said  principal  sum  of  £5000  shall 
revert  to  the  Lord  or  Lady  of  the  Compton  Martin  Manor,  of 
Campion  Martin  aforesaid,  being  so  at  the  time  of  the  total  failare- 
of  such  issue  as  aforesaid.  I  further  direct  that,  immediately  on 
my  death,  so  much  of  any  Government  Stock  as  I  may  be  possessed 
of  as  may  be  equivalent  to  £5000  sterling  shall  be  transferred  to- 
two  or  more  trustees  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  so  that  £5000  worth 
sterling  of  Government  Stock  may  always  be  held  by  the  said 
trustees  for  the  purposes  aforesaid."  These  two  codicils  were 
executed  at  the  same  time,  and  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by 
the  same  witnesses. 

The  testator  made  a  further  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  21st  of 
September,  1869,  in  these  words :  *^  Whereas,  by  a  codicil  dated  on 
or  about  the  7th  day  of  November,  1867, 1  made  certain  altera- 
tions in  the  disposition  of  my  estate  mentioned  in  my  will :  Now, 
I  hereby  revoke  the  said  codicil,  and  I  also  revoke  another  codicil 
made  in  or  about  the  year  1869,  whereby  I  gave  the  sum  of  £10,000 
to  George  A.  J.  C.  Whyte,  therein  and  in  my  said  will  mentioned. 
And  in  all  other  respects  I  confirm  my  said  will  dated  the  7th  of 
February,  1860,  except  so  far  as  the  same  is  altered  by  a  codicil 
thereto  dated  the  2nd  of  April,  1868,  which  last-mentioned  codicil 
I  hereby  confirm.'* 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  which  took  place  on  the  8th  of 
August,  1872,  the  said  will  and  three  codicils  were  proved  in  the 
Probate  Court  by  Anna  Maria  Whyte,  the  sole  surviving  executrix 
of  the  testator. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate, 
and  the  question  now  argued  was  whether  Eliza  Dymocke  and  her 
three  children  were  entitled,  by  virtue  of  the  two  codicils  respec* 
tively  dated  the  2nd  of  April,  1868,  to  two  legacies  of  £5000 
each,  or  whether  they  were  entitled  to  one  legacy  of  £5000  only. 
It  appeared  upon  the  evidence  that,  upon  the  execution  of  his 


i 


Whyte. 
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will  in  duplicate  in  1860,  the  testator  had  sent  one  copy  thereof     y.-c.  M. 
to  his  solicitor,  and  the  other  copy  he  had  sent  to  Mrs.  Whyte,  iSTS 

It  also  appeared  that  he  had  forwarded  the  two  codicils  of  the  whtte 
2nd  of  April,  1868,  on  the  day  of  their  execution,  one  to  his  solicitor 
and  the  other  to  Mis.  Dymocke^  and  that  in  the  year  1871  he 
had  obtained  from  his  solicitor  the  codicil  which  he  had  sent  to 
him,  and  had  sent  it  to  Mrs.  Dymoeke,  so  that  upon  the  death  of 
the  testator  she  was  in  possession  of  both  those  codicils. 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freeman,  for  the  Plaintiff,  who  was 
tenant  for  life  of  the  residue : — 

We  contend  that  Mrs.  Dymoeke  and  her  children,  the  legatees 
under  the  two  codicils  of  the  2nd  of  April,  1868,  are  entitled  to 
one  legacy  only  of  £5000.    There  can  be  no  doubt  what  the  in- 
tention of  the  testator  was.    When  he  made  his  will,  giving  pro- 
perty to  Mrs.  While  and  her  children,  he  executed  it  in  duplicate, 
and  sent  one  copy  to  his  solicitor  and  the  other  to  the  lady  who 
was  to  benefit  by  the  will.    Then,  when  he  made  his  codicil,  he 
took  exactly  the  same  course ;  he  made  two  instruments,  by  each 
of  which  he  gave  £5000  to  Mrs.  JDymocJce  and  her  children,  and 
he  sent  one  codicil  to  his  solicitor  and  the  other  to  Mrs.  Dym^ocJce. 
Both  codicils  were  written  on  sheets  of  note-paper  by  the  testator 
himself,  who  was  evidently  well  acquainted  with  legal  phraseology. 
The  difference  in  words  is  only  such  as  a  person  might  be  sup- 
posed to  make  in  copying  any  other  instrument,  thinking,  no 
•doubt^  that  a  slight  variation  in  expression  would  be  of  no  conse- 
•quenoe.    The  effect  of  both  codicils  is  precisely  the  same,  but  in 
one  of  them  he  adds  the  clause  directing  that  a  sum  of  money 
should  be  set  apart  out  of  his  government  stock  to  answer  the 
iunount  of  the  legacy.    Then,  having  copied  as  nearly  as  might  be 
the  previous  codicil,  he  called  in  the  two  witnesses,  who  both  of 
them  witnessed  the  execution  of  the  two  codicils  at  one  and  the 
same  time.    They  were  both  sealed  by  the  same  seal  and  both 
sent  on  the  same  day,  one  to  his  solicitor  and  one  to  Mrs. 
Dymoeke,    They  are  tb  all  intents  and  purposes  one  and  the  same 
instrument^  intended,  like  the  will,  to  be  executed  in  duplicate, 
and  consequently  the  legatees  can  only  be  entitled  to  one  legacy 
of  £5000. 
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Y.-C.M.         Mr.  Peamorif  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Bighy^  for  persons  in  the  same 
1873       interest 


Whttw 

^-  Mr.  Cbtf ow,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bowcliffe,  for  Mrs.  Dymoeke : — 

The  rule  of  law  is,  that  where  a  testator  gives  two  legacies  t(> 
the  same  person  by  different  instramentSy  whether  the  legacies  be 
more,  less,  or  equal,  those  gifts  are  cumulative.  This  was  laid 
down  in  Hocley  v.  HaUon  (1),  in  Bidges  v.  Morrismi  (2),  and  in 
Lee  V.  Pain  (3).  The  rule  was  followed  in  WUwn,  v.  O'Leary  (4). 
There  a  testator  by  codicil  gave  legacies  of  various  amounts  to  nine 
legatees,  and  afterwards  made  a  second  codicil,  which  was  substan- 
tially a  copy  of  the  former,  except  as  to  several  legatees  whose 
position  or  circumstances  were  altered ;  and  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
in  affirming  the  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor  Bacon,  held  that  the 
case  was  not  taken  out  of  the  general  rule  that  the  gift  of  a  legacy 
by  a  subsequent  instrument  to  a  person  who  takes  a  legacy  under 
an  earlier  instrument  is  cumulative  and  not  substitutionary. 

The  explanation  we  give  of  the  conduct  of  the  testator  is  that 
he  had  not  made  up  his  mind  when  he  executed  his  two  codicils 
whether  he  should  give  £5000  or  £10,000  to  Mrs.  Dymoeke  and 
her  children,  and  consequently  he  sent  her  one  codicil  and  kept 
the  other  back  under  his  own  control,  in  order  that  he  might  not 
hurt  her  feelings  by  shewing  that  he  had  thought  fit  to  reduce  the 
amount.  He  then  determined  that  the  legacy  should  be  £10,000, 
and  he  withdrew  the  second  codicil  from  his  solicitor  and  sent  it 
three  years  after  it  was  executed,  to  the  legatee.  There  is  no 
other  way  of  accounting  for  his  conduct  in  sending  the  second 
codicil  so  long  after  the  first.  He  acted  differently  with  regard  to 
his  will,  which  was  executed  in  duplicate,  for  there  he  only  gave 
one  copy  to  Mrs.  Whyte,  and  the  other  remained  in  the  custody 
of  his  solicitor  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply : — 

I  have  no  case  precisely  of  that  nature,  but  I  can  go  further 
than  that,  and  shew  that  legacies  given  to  the  same  person  by 

.    (1)  1  Bro.  C.  C,  390,  n. .  (3)  4  Hare,  201. 

(2)  Ibid.  389.  (4)  Law  Kep.  7  Ch-  448. 
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different  instruments  execnted  at  different  periods,  and  comprising     y.-d  M. 
other  legacies,  have  been  held  to  be  substitutionaL  1873 

In  Ooote  y.  Boyd  (1),  where  two  codicils  were  executed  at  different  w^^ 
periods,  one  of  which  contained  a  legacy  to  another  person,  it  was 
held  that  the  legacies  were  not  cumulative.  In  Fraser  y.  Byng  (2) 
equal  sums  were  giyen  to  the  same  person  by  a  will  and  codicil, 
and  it  was  decided,  from  the  character  and  objects  of  the  <3odicil9 
that  the  legacies  were  substitutional  and  not  cumulative,  although 
the  legacy  given  by  the  codicil  was  only  conditional ;  and  in 
Barday  y.  Wainwright  (3)  it  was  held  that  the  rule  as  to  legacies 
given  to  the  same  person  by  different  instruments,  being  cumula- 
tive, might  be  repelled  by  evidence  and  the  circumstance  that  all 
the  legatees  in  the  first  instrument  were  legatees  in  the  second, 
except  those  who  were  dead  or  had  quitted  the  testator's  service. 
A  similar  decision  was  given  in  Buisdl  v.  Dickson  (4),  in  which  it 
was  held  that  circumstances  might  be  adduced  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  testator  intended  the  legacies  to  be  cumulative. 

Here  we  say  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  fully  prove  the 
testator^s  intention  that  the  legacies  should  not  be  cumulative. 

In  the  oases  cited  the  instruments  were  executed  at  different 
times,  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  circumstances  to  shew  an 
intention  that  they  should  be  substitutional. 

Sm  R.  Malins,  Y.O. : — 

The  question  I  have  to  decide  here  is  whether  the  testator  has 
given  to  I2iaa  Dymoeka  and  her  children  two  legacies  of  £5000,  or 
one  legacy  of  £5000  only. 

The  case  is  a  very  singular  one,  although  the  facts  are  yery 
simple.  The  testator,  a  gentleman  of  position  in  life,  and  of  con- 
siderable fortune,  made  his  will  in  1860,  giving  his  residuary  estate 
to  Mrs.  Whytef  the  mother  of  the  PUiinti£^  and  it  is  proved  by  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Kinysford^  who  was  his  solicitor,  that  on  that 
occasion  the  will  was  executed  in  duplicate,  one  copy  being  left 
with  the  solicitor  who  prepared  it^  and  the  other  lodged  with  the 
residuary  legatee.  It  is  plain  that  this  was  done  in  order  to  shew 
the  lady  that  he  had  made  a  provision  for  her,  as  she  could  not 

(1)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  521.  (3)  3  Ves.  462. 

(2)  1  Rum.  &  My.  90.  (4)  4  H.  L.  C.  293. 
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V.-c.  M,     take  any  part  of  his  property  except  under  a  will.    Between  1860 
1B73        and  1868  he  had  made  some  proTisions  for  Mrs.  Dymoeke,  and  be 

y^^^      was  always  increasing  and  adding  to  those  provisions. 

^^*  But  the  question  arises  now  under  two  documents  executed  on 

the  2nd  of  Aprils  1868,  on  which  day,  in  his  own  handwriting*  he 

made  a  oodicili  or,  as  Mrs.  Dymockes  counsel  say,  two  codicils,  to 
his  will.  Certain  it  is  that  he  drew  out  two  instruments  on  that 
day,  the  effect  of  which  was  precisely  the  same,  although  they  are 
not  exactly  in  the  same  words.  The  result  of  each  instrument  is 
to  give  Mrs.  Dymocke  £5000  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  three 
children,  naming  them,  with  remainder  over  to  the  lady  of  the 
manor  of  Compton  Martin.  One  of  these  instruments  contains 
the  addition  of  a  direction  that  the  £5000  shall  be  invested  in  the 
Funds.  No  one  can  possibly  tell  which  was  executed  first  and 
which  last  Having  prepared  these  two  instruments  in  his  own 
handwriting,  the  evidence  of  the  two  attesting  witnesses  who  were 
his  servants  shews  that  he  called  them  in  to  attest  the  execution 
of  a  codicil  to  his  will.  Their  statement  is  **  a  codicil/'  and  the 
testator  thereupon  executed  in  the  presence  of  both  witnesses  two 
documents,  which  were  the  two  codicils  dated  the  2nd  of  April, 
1868,  and  both  of  the  witnesses  at  his  request  subscribed  the  same. 
The  testator  made  no  observation  at  that  time,  or  at  any  other 
time,  inith  reference  thereto,  and  the  witnesses  had  never  on  any 
other  occasion  witnessed  or  attested  the  execution  by  the  testator 
of  any  will,  codicil,  or  other  document. 

It  is  not  shewn  at  what  time  of  day  this  took  place — whether 
before  or  after  post  time — but  on  the  4th  of  April  Mrs.  Dymocke 
states  that  she  received  by  the  post  one  of  those  documents.  She 
was  then  in  Somersetshire  and  the  testator  was  in  London,  and  it 
came  to  her  in  a  registered  letter  addressed  to  her  son  George 
Dymocke^  with  a  letter  to  her  in  these  words :  ''  I  enclose  you  a 
paper,  sealed  up,  of  which  yon  must  take  particular  care,  as  it  is 
for  your  benefit.**  Then,  on  the  3rd  of  April— that  is,  the  day 
after  he  had  executed  these  documents — he  sends  or  takes  to 
Mr.  Kingsfordy  his  solicitor,  the  other  copy,  writing  on  it, 
''  Codicil  to  my  will  f  and  it  is  noted  by  Mr.  Kingsford  the  day  he 
received  it,  '*  Beceived  from  Sir  John  Henntker,  Bart.,  3rd  of  April, 
1868."  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  testator  must  have  posted 
the  codicil  for  Mrs.  Dymocke  on  the  same  day  the  copy  of  it  was 
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received  by  Mr.  Eingsford,  and  Mrs.  Dymocke  received  it  in  the     V.-O.  M. 
course  of  post  on  the  4th.  of  April,  1873 

As  matters  stood  at  that  time,  what  was  the  intention  of  the      Wbitb 
testator?     The  intention  of  course  I  cannot  collect  from  any     wmx. 

extraneous  evidence.    I  think  I  am  at  liberty  to  receive  evidence       

to  shew  what  the  testator  did,  but  not  to  shew  what  he  intended ; 
and  I  am  at  liberty  to  receive  evidence  to  shew  what  he  did  on 
the  execution  of  these  instruments,  and  .1  do  not  think  the 
evidence  of  what  he  did  is  by  any  means  immaterial.  One  sees  at 
once  why  it  was  he  executed  two  codicils.  When  he  executed  the 
will  on  the  7th  of  February,  1860,  he  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  Mrs. 
Whyte,  to  satisfy  her  that  he  had  made  a  provision  for  her.  Upon 
the  same  principle,  when  he  executes  this  codicil  in  1868,  actuated 
by  the  same  desire,  he  puts  it  in  the  hands  of  Mrs.  Dymocke,  to 
satisfy  her  he  had  made  a  provision  for  her  also. 

A  great  number  of  cases  have  been  cited,  but  I  apprehend  they 
all  proceed  on  the  same  principle.  The  rule  of  law  is  clear.  All 
the  cases  cited — equally  those  lately  decided  as  those  decided  a 
oentory  ago — ^go  upon  this  principle,  that  where  there  are  separate 
instruments  giving,  legacies  to  the  same  person,  the  prima  facie 
presumption  is  that,  being  by  different  instruments,  different 
legacies  are  given.  As  Lord  Oranworth  very  well  expressed  it»  If 
the  testator  makes  two  instruments,  he  must  be  presumed  to  have 
intended  to  give  twice.  That  is  the  prima  facie  presumption.  But 
that  prima  facie  presumption  is  liable  to  be  rebutted ;  and  the 
cases  are  innumerable,  many  of  which  have  been  cited,  in  which, 
by  the  internal  evidence  of  the  instruments  themselves,  looking 
at  all  the  surrounding  circumstances,  the  Court  has  arrived  at 
the  conclusion  that  double  or  cumulative  legacies  could  not  be 
intended.  In  the  present  case  I  have  invited  the  counsel  to 
supply  -me  with  the  name  of  any  case  in  which  it  has  ever  been 
decided  that  legacies  given  by  two  instruments,  executed  at  iden- 
tically the  same  time^  have  ever  been  held  to  be  cumulative. 
.  Mow,  what  are  the  probabilities?  The  testator. executed  two 
instruxnents  at  the  same  time,  containing  a  legacy  of  precisely  the 
aame  amount,  to  the  same  individual — ^because  that  is  admitted 
here  on  all  sides,  and  I  take  it  it  is  just  the  same  as  if  it  had  been 
given  to  Mrs.  Dymocke  absolutely — the  testator  gave  £5000  in 
each  of  these  instruments  to  Mrs.  Dymocke  ;  if  his  object  had  been 
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y.-G.  M.     to  give  £10,000^  he  could  have  saved  himself  trouble  by  making 

1878       one  instrument,  and  giving  £10,000.     Mr.  Cotton  very  ingeniously 

Whttb      suggested  that  one  of  the  motives  ivhieh  might  have  actuated  him 

Whtti.     ^^  ^^^ '  ^^^  ^  ^^  S^^^  ^^^  ^^^  legacies  of  £5000,  and  then 

subsequently  altered  his  mind,  he  might  throw  one  codicil  behind 

the  fire,  and  thereby  not  hurt  her  feelings  by  shewing  that  his 
feelings  and  affections  had  diminished  when  he  lessened  the 
amount  of  the  legacy.  That  is  a  very  ingenious  suggestion ;  but 
I  think  it  is  far  too  subtle  for  me  to  act  on.  Therefore,  as  a 
general  rule,  I  should  presume  that  when  a  testator  executes  at 
the  same  time  two  codicils,  as  he  did  here,  giving  to  the  same 
person,  or  the  same  set  of  persons,  legacies  of  precisely  the  same 
amount — ^it  might  have  been  different  if  the  amount  had  been 
different,  because  then  I  think  there  might  have  been  a  pre- 
sumption that  he  intended  both — ^but  giving  legacies  of  precisely 
the  same  amount  to  the  same  persons,  I  think  the  presumption 
is,  and  the  transaction  itself  shews,  that  it  was  not  his  intention 
to  give  cumulative  or  different  legacies,  but  that  his  object  must 
have  been  to  execute  the  instrument  in  duplicate,  so  that  if  one 
should  be  lost  the  other  should  be  forthcoming.  That,  I  think,  in 
this  case  is  distinctly  shewn  to  have  been  his  object  by  what  he 
did,  namely,  sending  one  to  the  lady,  the  legatee,  and  the  other  to 
his  solicitor  for  safe  preservation.  If,  therefore,  it  is  possible  to 
arrive  at  a  condusion  that  not  cumulation  but  repetition  was  the 
object,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  was  repetition,  that  isy  that 
it  was  the  same  legacy,  and  that  the  two  instruments  were  to  have, 
not  a  different,  but  the  same  operation.  In  fact,  it  was  an  execution 
in  duplicate  only  for  the  object  to  which  I  have  already  referred. 

If  the  matter  had  stood  upon  the  transaction  of  the  2nd  of  April , 
1868»  that  is  the  conclusion  at  which  I  should  have  arrived ;  and 
in  coming  to  that  conclusion  I  think  I  am  acting  in  perfect  accord-* 
ance  with  all  the  authorities  that  have  be^n  cited,  both  those 
cited  by  Mr.  Olasse  in  his  reply  and  those  which  Mr.  Cotton  relied 
upon :  Coote  v.  Boyd  (1),  Bidges  v.  MorrUon  (2),  Loe  v.  Pain  (3)» 
Fraser  v.  Bynff  (4),  Barday  v.  Wainwright  (5),  and  BhubM  v.  l>tbib* 
son  (6).    They  all  proceed  on  the  same  principle,  that  the  legacies 

(1)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  621.  (4)  1  Buss.  &  My.  90. 

(2)  1  Ibid.  389.  (5)  3  Ves.  462. 

(3)  4  Hare,  201.  .  (6)  4  H.  L.  C.  293. 
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miiat  be  considered  as  cumulative  prima  facie;  but  the  internal     V.-G.M. 

contents  of  the  instrumentSy  or  circumstances,  may  rebut  that       1878 

prima  faeie  intention,  and  shew  that  cumulation  was  not .  in-      Wbttx 

tended,  but  mere  repetition*    Bat  I  think  in  the  present  case  I 

am  relieved  from  all  difficulty,  because  matters  did  not  stop  there. 

This  being  the  2nd  of  April,  1868,  the  testator  subsequently 

executed  another  codicil  in  the  month  of  September,  18()9,  nearly 

a  year  and  a  half  after  the  codicil  in  question,  whereby  he 

revoked  a  codicil  dated  the  7th  of  November,  1867,  and  he  also 

revoked  another  codicil  made  in  the  year  1869,  and  then  follows 

the  passage  which  is  alone  material,  ''And  in  all  other  respects 

I  confirm  my  said  will  dated  the  7th  of  February,  1860,  except 

so  far  as  the  same  is  altered  by  a  codicil  thereto  dated  the  2nd  of 

April,  1868,  which  last-mentioned  codicil  I  hereby  confirm."    Mr* 

CfoUon  has  suggested  that  although  he  said  ''  codicil "  he  might 

have  meant  **  codicils."    I  am  bound  to  take  the  words  of  the 

testator,  and  to  presume  that  every  testator  knows  exactly  the 

words  he  has  used.    I  cannot  attend  to  the  suggestion  that  he  did 

not  observe  the  difference  between  ''  codicil "  and  ''  codicils."  .  If 

at  the  time  he  executed  the  codicil  of  September,  1869,  he  thought 

he  had  made  two  codicils  of  April,  1868,  by  each  of  which  he 

had  given  this  lady  JiSSOOO,  he  would  have  said,  ''except  so  far 

as  the  will  is  altered  by  two  codicils  thereto  dated  the  2nd  of 

April,  1868,  which  last-mentioned  codicils  I  hereby  confirm."    If 

I  were  at  liberty  to  go  out  of  the  contents  of  the  instrument 

itself,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  do,  it  is  proved  by  Mr.  Kinffaford 

that  this  codicil  was  engrossed  in  his  office.    I  have  here  the  two 

documents  produced  from  the  Court  of  Probate.    Mr.  Kingafwi 

proves  that  it  was  engrossed  in  the  usual  way  in  his  office,  and 

that  those  words  were  added  by  him  at  the  testator's  dicta* 

tioD.    The  testator  seems  to  have  been  a  man  not  deficient  of 

capacity  in  these  matters,  for  whether  it  is  one  codicil  or  two 

codidls  which  he  executed  on  the  2nd  of  April,  they  would  not 

do  any  discredit  to  a  member  of  the  legal  profession,  for  he  has 

yery  well  created  a  life  estate  with  remainder  to  three  children, 

with  a  gift  over  by  way  of  executory  bequest.    At  all  events,  he 

was  a  man  perfectly  cognisant  of  what  he  was  about,  and  when  he 

dictated  to  Mr,  Kingsford  the  words  of  the  codicil,  "  except  so  far 

as  the  same  js  altered  by  a  codicil  thereto,"  I  am  bound  to  say 
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y.-O.  M.     that  if  it  had  stood  on  that  parol  evidence  I  must  have  come  to 

1873        the  conclusion  that  he  meant  ''codicil "  and  not '' codicils.*'    I  do 

Whttx      not  advert  to  that  as  influencing  my  judgment  at  all,  but  only  as 

Wctte.     shewing  that  the  words  contained  in  the  instrument  were  the  real 

words  of  the  testator,  and  that  he  deliberately  intended  to  state 

by  this  that  he  had  executed  one  codicil  to  his  will,  and  that  one 
codicil,  and  one  codicil  only,  he  confirms.  Therefore,  if  I  take  it 
as  a  matter  of  intention,  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  that  the  intention 
of  the  testator  was  to  give  one  legacy  only.  I  come  to  the  con- 
clusion, however,  upon  the  internal  contents  of  the  instruments, 
that  that  was  his  intention,  and  I  am  corroborated  in  that  by  all 
that  took  place  and  all  the  surrounding  circumstances. 

There  is  one  more  circumstance  only  to  which  I  have  to  advert, 
and  which  is  certainly  rather  inexplicable,  and  I  confess  I  have 
not  heard  any  good  reason  for  what  the  testator  did.  Having  in 
April,  1868,  placed  this  codicil  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Kingtford^  who 
had  been  his  solicitor  for  thirty  years,  he  seems  to  have  taken  it 
out  of  his  bands,  which  he  had  perfect  liberty  .to  do,  whether  for 
the  purpose  of  destruction  or  anything  else  I  do  not  know,  but  in 
the  year  1871  he  put  the  second  copy  of  this  codicil  into  the 
hands  of  Mrs.  Dymoeke.  He  also  obtained  from  Mr.  Kingsford 
the  duplicate  copy  of  his  will.  He  returned  the  will  to  Mr. 
Kingsfordy  but  he  put  this  codicil  into  the  hands  of  Mrs.  Dymocks^ 
who  had  already  got  one  codicil ;  why  be  did  that  I  do  not 
know,  but  it  cannot  have  any  operation,  because  I  must  determine 
the  question  before  me  upon  what  took  place  in  1868  as  inter- 
preted by  the  testator  in  the  codicil  of  1869.  Nothing  he  did 
after  that  altered  the  testamentaiy  disposition  he  had  made ;  and 
therefore,  if  I  am  right  in  my  conclusion  that  the  effect  of  what 
he  did  on  the  2nd  of  April,  1868,  as  declared  by  himself  in  the 
codicil  of  the  21st  of  September,  1869,  was  to  give  one  legacy 
only,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  nothing  that  he  did  afterwards 
could  give  another  legacy ;  and  upon  every  ground  I  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  one  legacy  only  was  intended  to  be  given  by  the 
testator. 

'   Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff :  Messrs.  King$ford  &  Darman. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:  Messrs.  Oregorg,  Bowd^es^  db 
Eawh. 
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Ex  parte  JEPFERY.    In  re  HAWES.  C.  J.  B, 

1873 
Bankruptcy  pending  Liquidation  Proceedings — Costa  of  Liquidation  Petition —         ^-v^ 

Adjttdicatum  made  after  the  Creditors  have  refused  to  agree  to  Liquidation  or      ^ov^. 

Campontion^Bankruptcy  Bides,  1870,  r.  292. 

On  tlie  31st  of  January  a  debtor  filed  a  liquidation  petition.  On  the  28tli 
of  February  the  first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held,  when  the  creditors 
refosed  to  pass  any  resolution  in  favour  of  liquidation  or  composition.  On 
the  Ist  of  March  the  debtor  filed  a  declaration  of  inaolyenoy,  and  the  same 
day  a  creditor  filed  a  bankruptcy  petition  founded  upon  the  declaration,  and 
the  debtor  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  The  trustee  refused  to  pay  the  costs 
of  the  liquidation  petition  out  of  the  estate : — 

Bdd  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge),  that  the  liquida-> 
lion  proceedings  were,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870, 
r.  292,  pending  when  the  bankruptcy  took  place,  and  that  the  costs  of  the 
petition  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt 

XfllS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Connty 
Court  at  Oxford. 

H.  M.  Hawes^  a  wine  and  spirit  merchant  at  Abingdon,  on  the 
Slst  of  January,  1873,  filed  a  liquidation  petitiou,  under  which  a 
receiver  of  his  property  was  appointed.  The  first  meeting  of  the 
creditors  was  held  on  the  28th  of  February,  when  the  creditors 
present  declined  to  pass  any  resolution  in  fiEtvour  of  liquidation  by 
arrangement  or  composition.  The  debtor,  on  the  1st  of  March, 
filed  a  declaration  of  insdrency,  and  he  was  adjudicated  a  bank* 
Tupt  on  the  petition  of  a  creditor,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  alleged 
being  the  filing  of  the  declaration. 

Mr.  Jefferyy  the  debtor's  solicitor,  applied  to  the  trustee  under  the 
bankruptcy  for  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  liquidation  petition  out 
of  the  bankrupt's  estate.  The  trustee  refused,  and  application  was 
then  made  by  Mr.  Jeff  try  to  the  County  Court  for  an  order  that 
the  costs  should  be  paid.  The  Judge  dismissed  the  application, 
and  Mr.  Jtffery  appealed. 

By  the  debtor's  afiSidayit  m  support  of  the  application,  it  ap- 
peared that,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1872,  he  executed  a  bill  of 
sale  of  his  goods,  furniture,  stock-in-trade,  and  other  effects,  to 
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1873 


JSeparto 
•Jeffert. 

In  re 
Hawes. 


Messrs.  Lemon  Hart  dk  Bon^  who  were  large  creditors,  to  secure 
£450  and  further  advances.  They  afterwards  entered  into  some 
arrangement  with  the  creditors  of  HaweSy  that  they  should  realize 
the  estate  and  pay  the  creditors  Qs.  &{.  in  the  pound.  Lemon  Hart 
&  Son  took  possession  of  the  debtor*s  estate,  and  realized  some  of 
it.  Ultimately  the  debtor,  finding,  as  he  alleged,  that  his  estate 
was  being  improperly  dealt  with,  consulted  his  solicitor,  and  under 
his  advice  filed  the  liquidation  petition.  He  deposed  that  he  took 
this  step  bona  fide  for  the  protection  of  the  creditors.  The  evidence 
on  the  petrt  of  the  trustee,  who  was  a  person  in  the  employment  of 
Lemon  Hart  &  Son,  denied  that  they  had  dealt  improperly  with  the 
estate,  or  that  they  had  procured  any  advantage  to  themselves.  On 
the  contrary,  it  was  asserted  that  they  would  be  losers  by  means  of 
the  payments  they  had  already  made  to  some  of  the  other  creditors. 
The  trustee's  solicitor  also  deposed  that,  in  his  belief,  the  liquida- 
tion petition  was  filed  by  the  debtor's  solicitor,  who  was  his  brother- 
in-law,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  running  up  costs,  and  taking  the 
estate  from  the  creditors.  After  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
the  creditors  passed  a  resolution  approving  of  what  had  been  done 
by  Lenion  Hart  dt  Son  before  the  presentation  of  the  liquidation 
petition. 


Mr.  Finlay  Kniffhl,  for  the  Appellant :— 

This  case  falls  within  rule  292  (1) ;  JEx  parte  Page  (2) ;  JSs 
parte  Mylns  (3)  ;  and  the  evidence  shews  no  reason  why  the  Court 
should  order  the  costs  not  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  QiC,  and  Mr.  Bond  Coxe,  for  the  trustee : — 

Bule  292  does  not  apply,  for  the  liquidation  proceedings  were 
not  pending  when  the  bankruptcy  occurred.  After  the  creditors 
had  determined  to  pass  no  resolution,  a  second  first  meeting  could 


(1)  Bnle  292  provides :  *"  Whero 
bankruptcy  occurs  pending  proceedings 
for  or  towards  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment or  composition  with  creditors, 
the  proper  costs  incurred  in  relation  to 
such  proceedings  shall  be  paid  by  the 


trustee  under  the  bankruptcy  out  of 
the  debtor's  estate,  unless  the  Court 
shall  otherwise  order." 

(2)  25  L.  T.  (N.S.)  716. 

(3)  Bocht  and  Bazlitfa  Bankraptcy 
Practice,  2nd  Ed.  493. 
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not  have  been  directed :  Ek  parte  Oobb  (1).  The  whole  thing  had 
then  fallen  through.  Ex  parte  Page  (2)  is  distinguishable,  because 
there  the  bankruptcy  was  founded  upon  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
committed  by  the  filing  of  the  liquidation  petition,  which  was  not 
the  case  here.  In  Ex  parte  Mylne  (3)  the  fair  inference  from  the 
report  is,  that  the  creditors  agreed  that  bankruptcy  was  the  best 
course  to  be  taken.  Here  the  evidence  shews  that  the  creditors 
wished  the.  estate  to  be  realized  under  the  arrangement  with  Lemcm 
Bart  dt  Son,  and  it  is  plain  that  the  liquidation  petition  was  filed 
vexatiously. 


0.  J.  B. 

1S73 


Ex  parte 
Jepfebt. 

In  re 
Ha  WES. 


Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — 

This  case  is  one  of  great  importance,  for  the  circumstances  are 

probably  of  frequent  occurrence.    Bule  292  is  plain.    The  costs  of 

the  liquidation  petition  are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  debtor's  estate, 

unless  some  reason  exists  to  the  contrary.    There  might  be  cases 

in  which  there  had  been  fraud  in  the  institution  of  the  proceedings, 

and  then  the  Court  would  refuse  to  give  the  costs.    In  this  case 

improper  motives  are  imputed  to  the  debtor,  but  I  cannot  find  any 

trace  of  them.    The  imputation  ought  not  to  have  been  made ; 

there  is  no  foundation  for  it.    Having  regard  to  the  fact  that  Hart 

-A  Son  had  power  to  deal  with  the  property  as  they  thought  fit,  I 

think  it  was  the  duty  of  the  debtor  to  proceed  as  he  did.   I  do  not 

see  what  motive  he  could  have  had  for  filing  the  petition,  unless  it 

was  to  preserve  his  property  for  the  general  body  of  his  creditors. 

It  is  true  that  the  creditors  declined  to  have  a  liquidation,  and 

bankruptcy  ensued.  The  moment,  however,  the  debtor  had  signed 

the  liquidation  petition  a  receiver  was  appointed,  and  properly  so, 

for  one  creditor  had  possession  of  the  property  without  having  any 

right  to  it.    The  officer  of  the  Court  stepped  in  for  the  benefit  of 

all  the  creditors.    The  creditors  subsequently  approved  the  conduct 

of  Hart  dt  8<m,  but  that  can  have  no  bearing  upon  the  question 

before  me.    Unless  a  corrupt  and  fraudulent  motive  for  presenting 

the  petition  can  be  proved,  the  costs  of  it  must  be  paid.    Here  the 

liquidation  proceedings  might  have  gone  on  with  the  same  effect 


(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  727. 

(2)  25  L.  T.  (N.S.)  716. 


(3)  Boehe  and  HdsUitCs  Bankruptcy 
Practice,  2nd  Ed.  493. 
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C.  J.  B^  as  a  bankrnptcyy  and  without  any  additional  expense.    I  think 

1873  the  case  comes  clearly  within  rule  292  and  the  authorities  cited 

Ex  parts  to  me.    The  order  of  the  County  Court  must  therefore  be  dis- 

Jeffebt.  charged,  with  the  costs  in  that  Courts  and  the  trustee  must  pay 

Hawes.  out  of  the  estate  the  costs  of  the  L'quidation  petition. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Phdps  dt  Sidgwiek^  agents 
for  Mr.  Jeffery,  Oxford. 

Solicitor  for  the  Trustee :  Mr.  C.  Mallam,  agent  for  Messrs.  T.  d 
O,  Mallam,  Oxford. 
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SIDNEY  V.  SIDNEY.  m.b. 

[1871    S.    140.]  ^^ 

1Ft/7— i^eZocwe  of  Interett  on  Specific  Sum — Ademption — RepubliccUion  by 
Codica-^-WiUa  Act  (1  Vict,  c.  26),  m.  24,  34. 

Testator  by  his  will,  after  reciting  that  there  was  due  to  hhn  from  his 
son  the  smn  of  £1440  or  thereabouts,  secured  to  him  by  bills  or  notes,  or 
otherwise,  released  his  son  from  payment  of  any  interest  up  to  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  directed  that  he  should  have  time  for  payment  of  the  principal 
by  instalments.  Some  years  after  he  made  a  codicil  not  containing  any  re- 
ferenoe  to  the  aforesaid  release.  '  At  the  date  of  the  will  the  son  was  indebted 
to  his  father  in  the  sum  of  £1400,  and  between  the  dates  of  the  will  and  codicil 
that  sum  was  paid  off  and  a  subsequent  adyanoe  of  £1291  was  made  to 
the  son  by  the  testator,  which  was  owing  at  the  time  of  his  death : — 

Held,  that  the  release  of  interest  was  equivalent  to  a  specific  legacy  of 
the  interest  on  the  debt  due  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  that  the  legacy  had 
been  adeemed,  and  that  the  release  did  not  extend  to  the  interest  on  the 
subsequent  debt  due  at  the  date  of  the  codicil. 

William  SWNET,  the  testator  in  the  cause,  by  his  will, 
dated  the  20th  of  February,  1860,  made  the  following  provision : — 

^^  Whereas  there  is  also  due  to  me  from  my  eldest  son  the  aggre- 
gate sum  of  £1440  or  thereabouts,  secured  to  me  by  bills  or 
notes,  or  otherwise.  I  do  hereby  release  my  said  son  from  the 
payment  of  any  interest  up  to  the  time  of  my  death.  And  I  direct 
that  he  shall  have  time  for  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  £1440  or 
thereabouts  by  paying  one-sixth  thereof  in  every  year  next  after  my 
death,  so  that  the  same  will  be  payable  over  a  period  of  six  years 
by  equal  yearly  payments." 

The  testator  executed  two  codicils  to  his  will,  dated  respect- 
ively the  28th  of  February,  1870,  and  the  14th  of  May,  1870, 
which  did  not  contain  any  reference  to  the  said  direction  as  to  his 
son's  debt  or  the  interest  thereon.  He  died  on  the  25th  of  Ilovem- 
ber,  1870.  At  the  date  of  his  will  the  testator's  son  was  indebted  to 
him  in  req>ect  of  various  advances  amounting  to  about  £1400, 
which,  it  was  admitted,  represented  the  sum  refeired  to  in  the 
will,  and  the  repayment  whereof  was  secured  by  promissory  notes 

or  acceptances. 
VouXVIL  F  2 
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H.B.         The  sums  thus  due  to  the  testator  at  the  date  of  the  will 

1S78       were  all  paid  off,  and '  the  testator  subsequently  made  to  his  son 

S^iKT      other  advanceSy  which  at  the  date  of  the  second  codicil  and  at  the 

„  V*         time  of  his  death  amounted  to  £1291,  of  which  £930  was  secured 

—       by  promissory  notes,  and  £361  was  unsecured.' 

The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  son  against  his  &ther's  executors, 
and  prayed  a  declaration  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  will, 
as  confirmed  by  the  codicils,  the  Plaintiff  was  wholly  released 
from  the  payment  of  any  interest  up  to  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death  on  the  amount  owing  at  the  testator's  death  to  the  testator's 
estate  from  the  Plaintiff  for  principal,  on  any  bills,  notes,  or 
otherwise,  and  also  was  entitled  to  time  for  the  payment  of 
such  amount  by  instalments.  The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to 
restrain  an  action  by  the  executors  to  recover  the  amount  in  question. 
The  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  the  will  operated  only  as 
a  release  of  the  interest  on  the  specific  sum  then  due,  or  whether, 
that  sum  having  been  paid  off,  it  released  the  interest  on  all  sums 
due  from  the  son  to  the  father  at  the  date  of  the  second  codicil 
and  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  W.  Chitty,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

This  will  was  republished  by  the  last  codicil,  and,  under 
sect.  34  of  the  WUh  Ad,  the  effect  of  its  republication,  as  regards 
the  operation  of  the  clause  in  question,  was  the  same  as  if  the 
testator  had,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1870,  made  a  will  in  the  words 
of  the  will  so  republished :  Winter  v.  Winter  (1) ;  In  re  Oooda  of 
Lady  Trvro  (2) ;  Anderson  v.  Anderson  (3) ;  Boe  v.  Walker  (4). 

The  question  is,  whether  the  testator  meant  a  specific  thing 
when  he  used  the  words  ^  Whereas  there  is  due  to  me  from  my 
eldest  son  the  aggregate  sum  of  £1440  or  thereabouts,  secured  to 
me  by  bills  or  notes,  or  otherwise,"  and  then  released  his  son  firom 
the  payment  of  interest  up  to  the  time.  We  contend  that  these 
words  are  not  sufficiently  definite  to  fix  the  exact  amount^  and 
that  they  would  be  applicable  to  the  amount  due  at  the  date  of 
the  codicil,  and  would  operate  as  a  release  to  the  son  from  payment 
of  interest  on  all  sums  then  due  from  him. 

Cl)  6  Hare,  306.  (3)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq,  381. 

(2)  Law  Eep.  1  P.  &  D.  201.  (4)  12  M.  &  W.  591. 
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Farther,  the  testator,  after  the  recital  of  the  debt,  says :  '^  I       M.  B. 
hereby  release  my  son  from  the  payment  o£  any  interest  up  to  the       1878 

time  of  my  death."    These  words  must  operate  to  release  from  swm 

any  interest  whatever,  quite  irrespective  of  the  particular  amount  g^,^ 
ef  djBbt  before  mentioned.  — 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay^  Q.C.,  and  Hr.  C.  Browne^  for  the  Defen- 
dants:— 

The  release  of  interest  provided  by  the  will  must  refer  to  that 
on  the  amounts  then  due  from  the  son,  and  not  to  the  interest  on 
subsequent  advances^  when  the  former  advances  had  been  paid 
ofil  This  is  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  BouglM  v. 
BimglM  (1). 

In  the  case  of  In  re  CHbsan  (2),  where  a  testator,  being  at  the 
time  possessed  of  £1000  guaranteed  stock  in  the  North  British 
BaHwatf^  bequeathed  to  A.  '^my  one  thousand  N.  B.  BaH^ 
uay  preference  shares,"  and  after  his  will  sold  his  guaranteed 
stock  and  died  possessed  of  shares  and  stock  in  the  same  railway, 
acquired  by  several  successive  purchases,  exceeding  the  amount 
bequeathed  to  A.y — it  was  held  that^  the  bequest  being  of  a  specific 
thing,  which  had  been  adeemed,  and  was  not  in  the  testator's  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  his  death,  a  **  contrary  intention  "  so  as  to 
exclude  the  operation  of  1  Yict.  c.  26,  s.  24  sufficiently  appeared 
upon  the  will,  and  that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  legacy 
satisfied  out  of  the  railway  shares  and  stock  in  the  testator's 
possession  at  the  time  of  his  death.  That  case  is  undistinguish- 
able  from  the  present.  , 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  referred  to  Smallman  v.  Oodden  (3), 
where  a  testator  gave  to  his  son  "aU  sum  and  sums  of  money  due 
to  me  from  him  on  bond  or  bonds  or  any  other  security,"  and  the 
son  was  indebted  to  the  testator  by  bond  at  the  date  of  the  will, 
and  afterwards  became  indebted  to  him  by  another  bond;  and 
the  Court  held  that  the  bequest  did  not  include  the^  subsequent 
bond.] 

Here  the  old  debt  has  been  extinguished  and  a  new  one  created, 
which  is  the  same  in  effect  as  if  a  legacy  had  been  adeemed.    In 

(1)  Kay,  400.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  669.  (3)  1  €k)z,  329. 

F2  2 
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H.  B.      such  a  case  the  24th  and  31th  sections  of  the  With  Ad  do  nok 
1873        applyi  because  a  contrary  intention  appears  in  the  wilL 
SmKXT         ^  J^  Eourmdin  v.  Sheldon  (1),  which  was  under  the  old  law, 
g^^^      an  appointment  by  will  made  in  1824  of  certain  bonds  therein  re- 

ferred  to,  and  all  other  bonds  (if  any)  which  the  testator  had  any 

power  to  appoint  or  devise,  which  will  was  afterwards  confirmed  by 
a  codicil,  was  held  only  to  pass  such  bonds  to  were  subject  to  the 
power.  Montague  v.  Montague  (2)  was  a  somewhat  similar  case 
under  the  new  law. 

We  contend,  therefore,  that  the  release  was  limited  to  the 
interest  on  the  debt  specifically  referred  to  in  the  will,  and  that 
there  has  been  no  such  confirmation  by  the  codicil  as  to  extend 
the  release  to  interest  on  the  subsequent  advances. 

Mr.  Southgaie,  in  reply,  referred  to  Wagelaff  v.  Wagetaff  (3),  and 
Trinder  v.  Trinder  (4). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

This  bill  raises  a  question  which  has  been,  since  the  passing  of 
the  WUU  Act,  very  often  raised,  and  which  I  am  afraid  will  con- 
tinue to  be  raised  very  often  for  many  years  to  come.  The  ques- 
tion is  how  far  the  provisions  of  the  24th  section  of  the  WUU  Act 
apply  to  gifts  of  legacies  as  distinguished  from  gifts  of  residue. 

Now  the  first  question  to  be  considered  in  all  these  cases  is, 
what  does  the  instrument  mean.  The  will  in  this  case  deals  with 
property  rather  peculiarly  circumstanced,  and  the  first  duty  of  the 
Court  is,  to  ascertain  what  the  will  meant.  If  I  ascertain  that  the 
will  meant  to  describe  a  specific  sum  then  existing,  it  is  conceded, 
as  I  understand,  even  by  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  fact  of  a  codicil 
being  made  substantially  confirming  the  will,  will  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  gift.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  I  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  will  does  not  deal  with  a  specific  sum,  but  deals  with  what 
is  sometimes  called  a  class  of  objects,  subject  from  its  nature  to 
increase  or  diminution,  then  it  is  contended  that  the  effect  of  the 
republication,  or  rather  confirmation,  by  a  codicil  coupled  with  the 
24th  clause  of  the  WUb  Aet^  will  extend  that  gift  to  after  acquired 

(1)  19  Beav.  389.  (3)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  229. 

(2)  16  Ibid.  665.  (4)  Ibid.  1  Eq.  695. 
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objectBy  which  might  be  reasonably  comprised  in  the   original       M.  R. 
deflcription.  1873 

The  will  is  in  these  terms : — [His  Honour  then  read  the  clause      swm 
in  question,  and  stated  the  facts  of  the  case.] 

Now  the  codicil  in  question  was  made  on  the  14th  of  May,  1870, 
shortly  before  the  testator's  death,  which  took  place  on  the  25th  of 
Noyember,  1870,  and  for  this  purpose  it  is  only  necessary  to  say 
that  it  confirmed  his  will,  except  as  altered  and  varied  by  the 
codicils,  those  variations  not  affecting  the  question  I  have  now  to 
consider. 

The  first  contention,  which  was  strongly  urged  on  me,  was,  that 
the  release  of  interest  on  the  sum  '^  of  £1440  or  thereabouts  secured 
to  me  by  bills,  or  notes,  or  otherwise,**  was  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances to  which  I  have  referred,  and  in  spite  of  the  admissions  of 
the  bill  that  the  £1400  or  thereabouts  due  to  the  testator  at  the 
date  of  the  will  represented  the  sums  referred  to  in  the  will  as 
£1440  or  thereabouts,  to  be  referred  to  the  sum  then  due,  but  that 
the  testator  intended  to  say  sums  which  might  be  owing  to  bim  from 
his  son  generally.  I  am  totally  unable  to  accede  to  that  argument. 
It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  very  plain  and  dear  description  of  the 
sum  then  due,  or,  in  the  words  of  the  bill  itself,  that  those  are 
tiie  sums  which  are  referred  to  in  the  will  as  **  £1440  or  there- 
abouts;** that  is,  that  the  testator  was  describing  a  particular 
sum;  it  was  really  £1400,  he  described  it  as  '^£1440  or  there- 
abouts;*' it  was  really  secured  by  some  promissory  notes  and 
bills  of  exchange,  and  he  describes  it  as  '*  secured  to  me  by  bills  or 
notes  or  otherwise ;"  it  was  really  owing  from  the  son,  he  describes 
it  as  ''due  to  me  from  my  said  eldest  son."  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
conceive  how  it  can  be  fairly  and  justly  said  that  that  is  a  general 
description  as  distinguished  from  a  specific  description.  It  seems 
to  me  it  is  very  specific  indeed.  If,  however,  I  had  any  doubt 
upon  the  subject,  there  is  an  old  case  to  which  I  have  referred, 
Smattman  y.  OoMen  (1),  which  was  much  stronger,  because  the 
sum  was  not  mentioned  in  that  case,  for  there  the  gift  was  to  the 
son  of,  ^  All  sum  and  sums  of  money  due  to  me  from  him  on  bond 
or  bonds  or  any  other  security."  Therefore,  with  the  exception  of 
the  sum  being  mentioned,  it  was  exactly  the  same  as  this  case. 
Now  there  the  security  was  by  bond  or  otherwise,  and  it  was  held 

(1)  1  Cox,  329. 
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M.  B.       that  the  bond  haying  been  paid  off  and  another  sum  adyanoed  to- 
1973        the  son  apon  a  bond  by  the  father,  the  second  sum  was  not  indnded 
BiDHXT      in  the  gift    There  it  is  yery  likely  the  second  sum  was  adyanced 
go,^^      for  the  same  purpose,  at  least  I  must  assume  so,  as  nothing  is  said 

to  the  contrary,  and  therefore  in  this  respect  also  the  case  i& 

stronger  than  this. 

That  being  so,  the  only  question  remaining,  as  far  as  this  point 
18  concerned  is,  what  did  the  oodidl  do?  The  codicil  confirmed 
the  win,  except  as  altered  or  yaried  by  another  codiciL  But  if  the- 
legacy  was  adeemed  or  gone  by  the  payment  of  the  son  in  the- 
meantime  of  the  specific  sum  bequeathed,  it  could  not  be  argued 
that  the  codicil  gaye  a  new  sum,  nor  was  it  so  argued.  I  haye 
disposed  of  really  the  substance  of  the  argument  as  it  appears  to 
me,  which  was  that  this  was  equiyalent  to  a  gift  of  the  sums  ''due 
to  me  by  my  son ;"  I  haye  held  that  It  was  a  specific  legacy,  and 
therefore  upon  that  ground  I  consider  the  son  is  not  entitled  to 
any  benefit  now  under  the  wilL 

There  was  one  point  which  was  suggested  by  Mr.  ChiUy  which  I 
should  not  pass  oyer.  It  was  ayery  ingenious  suggestion ;  I  cazmot 
(much  as  I  should  be  inclined  to  do  it  if  I  had  the  power,  and  I 
think  if  the  &ther  were  asked  he  would  not  wholly  approye  of  my 
decision)  alter  the  true  interpretation  of  the  will  on  any  such 
grounds.  The  will  does  not  certainly  say  any  interest  on  the  sum^ 
but  looking  to  the  context,  and  considering  that  interest  is  in  fact 
a  sum  due  for  the  non-payment  of  a  principal  sum,  and  considering 
that  the  sum  spoken  of  is  a  sum  described  in  the  first  clause  of  the 
same  sentence  as  due  from  the  son,  and  that  the  time  giyen  for  the 
principal  sum  is  in  the  third  clause  of  the  sentence,  I  think  the 
second  clause,  **  I  do  hereby  release  my  said  son  from  the  payment 
of  any  interest  up  to  the  time  of  my  death,"  means  interest  on 
the  particular  sum,  and  not  on  any  sum  which  might  be  owing 
under  any  circumstances.  Therefore  I  am  afraid  I  cannot  giye 
any  effect  at  all  to  the  clause  in  iayour  of  the  son  under  the  present 
circumstances,  and  I  dismiss  the  bill. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Shurn^  Crostman^  &  Cros^- 
man,  agents  for  Messra  0.  dt  F.  Brumdl^  Morpeth. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Fltus  db  LeadbiUer,  ageats 
for  Mr.  B.  Woodman,  Morpdk. 
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BOATWRIGHT  v.  BOATWRIGHT.  M.  r. 

[1870    B.    38i.]  187S 

CredUoi^s  SuU— Lapse  of  Time-^Ahsence  of  Personal  Representative— Aeknow-     ^^-^  ^ 
ledgmetU  of  Debt — Executor  de  son  Tort — Siatuie  qf  Limttations—Costs, 

A  testator  being,  at  the  time  of  his  death  in  1857,  indebted  to  B,  on 
simple  contract,  gave  by  his  will  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife 
for  life,  and  appointed  J,  and  E.  executors.  The  will  was  not  proved  for 
many  years^  but  the  widow  took  possession  of  all  the  property,  and  paid  in* 
tercst  on  the  debt  to  February,  1864.  In  September,  1870,  the  will  was 
proved,  and  then  B,  filed  his  bill  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other  creditors 
against  the  widow  and  the  executors : — 

Meldf  that  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  Statute  qf  Limitations^  and  that 
the  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

XhIS  was  a  suit  by  a  simple  contract  creditor  of  a  deceased 
testator  for  the  sum  of  £100. 

John  Boaiuniffhtf  the  testator  in  the  cause,  was,  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  indebted  to  the  Plainti£f  in  the  sum  of  £100,  secured 
in  1849  by  a  promissory  note,  interest  whereon  had  been  regularly 
paid. 

The  testator,  by  his  will,  appointed  John  Boaiwrighi  and  EUm 
JSoahniffht  his  executor  and  executrix,  and  gave  to  his  wife  Elizch 
leA  Boaiwriffht  all  his  real  estate  and  personal  estate  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  death  directed  that  the  real  estate  should  be  sold 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  that  the  personal  estate  should  be 
realized,  and,  subject  to  the  payme^it  of  his  debts,  that  the  proceeds 
should  be  applied  as  therein  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  in  1857,  and  his  widow  took  possession  of  all 
the  real  and  personal  property,  and  paid  to  the  Plaintiff  the  interest 
on  the  said  sum  of  £100  down  to  th^  1st  of  February,  1864,  since 
which  time  no  interest  had  been  paid. 

The  testator's  will  was  retained  for  many  years  by  his  widow  in 
her  own  custody,  and  was  proved  on  the  27th  of  September,  1870, 
by  the  executrix,  Eliea  BoaiwrigM. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  18th  of  February,  1871,  by  the  Plain- 
tiff, on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  simple  contract  creditors 
of  the  testator  against  the  testator's  widow  and  Eliza  Boaiwright 
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M.  B.       and  John  BoaiwrigU  as  Defendants,  and  prayed  the  nsnal  adminis- 

1873        tration  decree. 
BoATwwoHT      The  defence  was  that  the  Plaintiff's  debt  was  barred  by  the 
BoATWBMiHT  ^^ferfttfo  of  LtmitoHons.    Eliza  Boatwright,  by  her  answer,  denied 

— ^        that  she  had  assented  to  the  payment  of  interest  by  her  mother. 

Mr.  SoiUhgaie^  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Freeman^  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  Defendants  in  this  case  rely  on  the  StcUute  of  LinUtations 
as  a  bar  to  the  Plaintiff's  claim.  As,  however,  interest  was  paid 
by  the  widow,  who  was  tenant  for  life  of  the  real  estate  up  to  the 
1st  of  February,  1864,  that  must  be  considered  as  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  debt  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  5  of  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  42,  so  as  to  bind  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate. 
In  Boddam  v.  Morley  (1)  payment  by  a  devisee  for  life,  under  a 
will,  of  interest  on  a  specialty  of  his  testator's  in  whi^  the  heirs 
were  bound,  was  held  to  be  an  acknowledgment  made  by  the  party 
liable  by  virtue  of  such  specialty  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
So  here  the  payment  of  interest  was  made  by  one  who  was  in  the 
position  of  executrix  de  son  tort^  and  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have 
sued  her  as  devisee  without  the  wiU,  which  she  kept  in  her  own 
possession ;  neither  could  he  have  sued  the  heir,  as  he  was  not  in 
possession  of  the  real  estate.  The  statute  would,  no  doubt,  have 
been  a  good  defence  if  it  had  begun  to  run  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator,  as  in  Bhodes  v.  Smethurst  (2),  although  no  personal  repre- 
sentative was  appointed ;  but  here  there  was  no  one  who  could  be 
sued  until  the  will  was  proved  on  the  27th  of  September,  1870. 
In  Burdiek  v.  Qarruik  (3),  Lord  Haiherley  observed :  "  I  take  the 
law  to  be  that  if  the  statute  has  not  begun  to  run  during  the  life- 
time of  an  intestate,  then  it  does  not  begin  to  run  until  letters  of 
administration  to  his  estate  have  been  taken  out."  The  same  rule 
must  apply  to  probate :  Douglas  v.  Forrest  (4).  We  submit^  there- 
fore, that  time  did  not  begin  to  run  until  the  will  was  proved. 

Mr.  JPry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bury,  for  the  Defendants  :^ 

The  Staiuie  of  lAmitaUons  is  a  complete  bar  to  the  claim.  The 
testator's  widow,  by  taking  possession  of  his  property,  constituted 

(1)  1  De  G.  &  J.  1.  (8)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  283,  241. 

(2)  4  M.  &  W.  42.  (4)  4  Bing.  686. 
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herself  executrix  de  son  tart,  and  the  Pkmtiff  could  have  sued  her  M.  B. 
both  at  law  and  in  equity  under  the  statute  of  43  Eliz.  c.  8.  Besides,  1878 
whether  the  will  was  proved  or  not  cannot  affect  the  real  estate.       Boatwsigbt 

Even  if  the  Plaintiff  could  not  have  sued  the  executrix,  or  the  boatwbiobt. 
widow  as  executrix  de  9on  tort,  be  might  have  taken  proceedings        — 
to  compel  probate  of  the  will,  or  have  taken  out  administration 
himself.    There  is,  however,  authority  to  shew  that  he  might  have 
sued  the  widow :  WUliama  on  Executors  (1). 

In  WAster  v.  Web$ter  (2)  the  plea  of  the  Statute  ofLimiiaiians 
by  an  executor  whose  testator  died  in  1788,  but  of  whose  will  no 
probate  had  been  taken  out  till  1802,  was  allowed  when  the  De- 
fendant, the  executor,  had  possessed  himself  of  the  personal  estate, 
and,  therefore,  might  have  been  sued  as  executor  de  ion  tort  pre- 
viously to  1802.  In  Bayner  v.  EoehJer  (3)  a  bill  was  sustained 
against  an  executrix  de  eon  tort,  and  although  that  case  was  not 
followed  in  Gary  v.  HiBe  (4),  yet  we  submit  that  the  principle  is 
well  established,  and  was  recognised  in  Coote  v.  WhUUngton  (5). 

Mr.  Freeman,  in  reply,  submitted  that,  even  if  the  Plaintiff's 
daim  was  held  to  be  barred  by  the  statute,  yet,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  without  costs. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case,  con- 
tinued:— 

When  the  testator  died  it  appears  that  his  widow  took  posses- 
sion of  the  property,  but  no  one  proved  the  wilL  The  will  itself 
was  not  proved  until  many  years  afterwards,  on  the  27th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1870,  by  the  executrix,  Eliza  BoaJbwrighl. 

The  defence  is  the  Statute  of  Limitatione,  which  arises  in  this  way, 
that  EUssabeth  Boatwright,  who  was  the  tenant  for  life  of  certain 
real  estate  belonging  to  the  testator,  paid  interest  up  to  the  1st  of 
Pebmary,  1864,  the  bill  not  being  filed  until  the  1st  of  December, 
1870. 

It  is  attempted  to  get  rid  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  by 
various  ingenious  arguments ;  and  I  must  say  that  where  a  debt  is 

(1)  7th  Sd.  p.  266.  (8)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  262. 

(2)  10  Vea.  98.  (4)  Ibid.  16  Eq.  79. 

(6)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  634. 
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M.  B.       dearly  adnptted,  and  where  this  statute  is  used,  as  it  is  in  this 

1873       case,  not  with  a  view  of  protecting  persons  from  a  claim  of  which 

BoATWBiQHT  thcj  doubt  tho  truth  and  honesty,  but  for  a  purpose  for  which  it 

BoAT^oHT  ^^  ^^^  intended,  namely,  to  defeat  an  honest  claim  which  is  not 

—     '  brought  forward  within  six  years,  the  Court  is  anxious  to  listen  to 

any  fair  ground  which  may  bring  the  case  of  the  creditor  within 

some  or  one  of  the  exceptions  which  have  been  established  to  the 

stringent  provisions  of  the  statute.    For  that  reason  I  have  looked 

into  the  authorities  to  see  if  I  could  discover  any  ground  on  which 

I  could  give  relief  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  I  have  not  been  able  to 

find  any. 

The  cause  of  action  accrued  in  the  testator^s  lifetime,  and 
whether  the  will  was  proved  or  not  is  therefore  immaterial.  At 
the  end  of  six  years  there  is  a  bar.  If  it  is  said  that  the  pay- 
ment by  the  tenant  for  life  prevented  the  statute  running  at  all ; 
it  would  operate  to  prevent  it  running  against  the  real  estate  only, 
and  even  then  more  than  six  years  have  run  since  the  last  pay- 
ment. It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  have  been  a  perfect  bar  as 
regards  the  personal  estate  long  before.  .  The  mere  fact  that  there 
was  no  legal  personal  representative  who  could  have  been  made  a 
party  to  a  suit,  when,  if  there  had  been  one,  he,  if  made  a  party  to 
such  a  suit,  might  have  successfully  pleaded  the  Staiuie  of  LifiwU^ 
tiona,  cannot,  by  any  possibility,  be  material. 

If,  as  was  contended  by  Mr.  SotUh^ate^  the  suit  could  not  hare 
proceeded  in  the  absence  of  a  legal  personal  representative,  the 
only  result  would  be,  that,  having  lost  the  remedy  against  the  per- 
sonal estate,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  lost  it  against  the  real  estate 
also,  notwithstanding  the  payment  of  interest  I  hardly  think 
that  [can  be  the  law.  I  think  it  must  be  held,  when  the  poiat 
comes  to  be  decided,  that  if  the  remedy  against  the  personal  estate 
is  barred,  and  the  remedy  against  the  real  estate  has  been  kept 
alive  by  reason  of  payment,  that  the  Court  will  find  some  means 
of  making  the  real  estate  liable,  although  the  creditor  cannot 
make  the  legal  personal  representative  a  party  to  the  suit.  How- 
ever, it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  this  point  really  calls  for  deci- 
sion now.  It  is  suggested  that  the  executrix  assented  to  these 
payments  by  the  tenant  for  life,  and  so  kept  the  statute  from 
running  until  1864,  but  if  that  were  the  true  view  of  the  facts^ 
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which  however  is  denied  by  the  answer,  I  think  the  case  of  Waaler       if.  B. 
v.  Websler  (1)  would  apply,  and  the  statute  would  be  equally  a  bar.        1873 

Mr.  Freeman  made  an  appeal  to  me  about  the  costs,  but  if  I  boatweight 
were  to  listen  to  it  I  should  be  simply  trying  another  question  bq^t^qht 
which  the  statute  says  I  am  not  to  try.  — 

The  statute  says  that  if  a  person  elects  to  sleep  upon  his  rights 
for  six  years,  he  shall  not  enforce  them.  I  am  not,  therefore,  I 
think,  at  liberty  to  say — whatever  view  I  may  entertain  of  the  con- 
duct of  those  who  use  the  statute  for  such  a  purpose — ^that  the 
statute  is  not  a  complete  defence ;  and  being  a  complete  defence,  I 
cannot  deprive  the  Defendants  of  their  costs  because  they  take 
advantage  of  those  rights  which  the  Legislature  has  given  to 
them.  At  the  same  time  I  cannot  help  feeling  that  it  is  a  hard 
case,  and  I  reluctantly  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Barton  &  Pearman. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  W.  Narris. 

(1)  10  Vea.  93. 
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V.4}.  M.  BIDE  V.  HAERISON. 

1878 

Abo.  la 


[1872    B.    150.] 
Win — Conairttction — **  Money  due  at  my  Decease  "'^Unliquidctted  Damages, 


A  bequest  of  ^all  and  every  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  may  be 
due  to  me  at  my  decease'*  will  pass  damages  recovered  in  an  action  by 
the  executor  for  a  breach  of  covenant  committed  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
testator. 

Special  cask 

/•  B.  Harrison^  by  his  will,  dated  the  12th  of  July,  1869,  made 
a  bequest  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  following  words :  **  All  and  every 
sum  or  sums  of  money  which  may  be  in  my  house  or  about  my 
person,  or  which  may  be  due  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  decease." 
He  also  appointed  the  Plaintiff  and  another  person  his  executrix 
and  executor.    There  was  no  residuary  gift. 

The  testator  died  on  the  19th  of  November,  1871,  and  his  will 
was  proved  by  the  Plaintiff  alone. 

After  his  death  the  Plaintiff,  as  his  executrix,  recovered 
£229  4b.  6c2.,  damages  in  an  action  for  breach  of  a  covenant  to 
repair  contained  in  a  lease  made  by  the  testator,  and  which 
expired  in  his  lifetime.  The  damages  were  existing  unliquidated 
damages  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator. 

The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  asked  by  the  special  case, 
whether  the  £229  4b.  6e{.,  or  the  damages  of  which  the  same  is  the 
ascertained  amount^  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  above-mentioned 
bequest. 

Mr.  Qlam,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  JdUiffe,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  damages  recovered  in  the  action  constituted  a  claim 
payable  in  money,  and  due  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
the  action  only  ascertained  the  amount  which  the  lessee  was  liable 
to  pay :  Orosdey  v.  ElwcrOty  (1). 

Mr.  RigginB^  Q.0.|  and  Mr.  E.  Ford,  for  another  l^atee  who 
was  not  interested  in  this  question. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  15a 
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Mr.  N(yrth  (Mr.  Ccttoni  Q.C.9  with  him),  for  the  next  of  kin  of    v.-c.  M. 
the  testator : —  1873 

It  is  dear  that  these  unliquidated  damages  are  not  money  due       Bide 
at  the  death  of  the  testator.    They  were  at  the  time  merely  a    habruon. 
daim  of  unascertained  amount,  and  under  such  a  gift  nothing  but 
a  sum  of  money  actually  due  can  pass :  Stephenson  t.  Dowaan  (1). 
It  is  for  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  money  was  then  actually 
dae :  Martin  y.  Hclbsan  (2). 

[The  Yice-Chanoellob  referred  to  Booth  v.  Hutchinson  (3).] 
Mr.  JoBiffot  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Oourt. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

The  question  is,  whether  a  sum  of  £229  4s.  6d.,  which  was 
lecoTered  by  the  executrix  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  for  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  in  a  lease  to  repair,  where  the  breach  took 
place  in  his  lifetime,  was  money  falling  under  the  description  of 
**  all  and  every  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  may  be  in  my  house 
or  about  my  person,  or  which  may  be  due  to  me  at  the  time  of 
my  decease."  I  have  had  occasion  to  consider  the  point  before, 
and  I  came  to  the  conclusion,  in  Booth  v.  Hutchinson,  that  money 
afterwards  recovered  was  actually  due,  although  the  precise 
amount  was  not  ascertained.  What  was  recovered  in  the  action 
was  not  money  accruing  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  but 
£229  46. 6d.  was  recovered  because  that  was  the  amount  which  the 
lessee  owed  the  testator  in  consequence  of  the  breach  of  covenant, 
and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  must  be  considered  as  money  then  due 
to  him,  and  that  the  action  merely  ascertained  the  amount  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  £229  is.  6d.  passed  by  this 
beqnest. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bou^er  &  Cotton. 

(1)  8  Beav.  342.  (2)  Law  Bep.  8  Gh.  401. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  15  £q.  30. 
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Dee,  8,  4. 


V..0.  B.  STEVENSON  v.  MASSON. 

J£^  [1871    S.    206.] 

Domicil  <f  Origin — Abandonment — BomicU  of  Choice — WtU^Beqtieti  (f 

Besidue — Advancement — Adempiion, 

A  meroliant^  a  native  of  Canada,  who  carried  on  his  bn&ness  at  Montreal^ 
in  1858  retired  from  biuineaB,  sold  his  residence^  and  also  a  plot  of  ground 
which  he  had  bought  for  a  grave,  and  went  with  his  wife  and  two  children 
to  reside  in  France^  for  the  purpose  of  educating  the  children.   He  resided  in 
JVofi^  till  1868.   In  1867  his  wife  died  there.    Early  in  1868  he  went  witih 
his  two  children  to  England^  and  in  March  of  that  year  he  purchased  a  lease- 
hold house  at  8t,  JohnU  Wood,    He  furnished  the  house  and  continued  to 
live  there  until  his  death,  in  May,  1871.    In  1863, 1865,  and  1870  he  paid 
visits  to  Canada^  on  business  principally  relating  to  the  management  of  the 
estate  of  his  &ther,  a  Canadian,  of  whose  will  he  and  two  of  his  brothers  were 
the  executors.    When  in  Montreal,  in  1863,  he  executed  a  will  in  the 
French  language,  and  in  the  form  usual  in  Lower  Canada^  in  which  he 
described  himself  as  then  residing  at  Montreal,    By  this  will  he  in  effect  (in 
the  events  which  happened)  gave  the  residue  of  his  property  equally  between 
his  children  on  their  attaining  twenty-one.    He  also,  during  this  visit  to 
Canada^  obtained  there  a  certificate  of  domicil.    In  1865  the  testator,  when 
he  was  in  Montreal^  executed  a  codicil  to  his  will,  also  in  the  French  language, 
and  in  a  similar  form  to  the  will.    The  codicil  did  not  affect  the  gift  of  the 
residue.    In  1869  the  testator's  daughter  was  married  in  England  to  an 
Englishman.    A  settlement  was  made  on  her  marriage  in  the  usual  English 
form.    The  trustees  were  Englishmen  resident  in  England,    By  the  s^tle- 
ment  the  testator  covenanted  with  the  trustees  that  he  would  during  his  life, 
or  within  six  months  after  his  death,  pay  to  them  £8500,  to  be  held  on  trost 
for  the  daughter  for  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with  remainder  to  the  issue 
of  the  marriage.    In  1869  the  testator  apprenticed  his  son  to  a  merchant  in 
London^  to  whom  he  paid  a  premium  of  £400.    He  also  agreed  to  purchase 
for  the  son  a  share  in  Uie  same  merchant's  business,  and  paid  for  this  porpoee 
£1100,  and  he  made  some  other  advances  for  the  son.    When  he  was  in 
Canada  in  1870  he  told  both  his  brothers,  who  resided  there,  that  he  intended 
\    to  return  there  permanently  in  a  few  months.    He  expressed  this  same  inten- 
tion to  his  son,  but  never  mentioned  it  to  his  daughter.    The  testator  died 
in  England  in  May,  1871.    He  had  only  two  children,  a  son  and  a  daughter, 
both  of  whom  had  attained  twenty-one  before  his  death.    When  he  died,  no 
part  of  the  £8500  had  been  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  daughter's  settlement. 
The  testator  left  no  real  estate  in  England^  Canada^  or  elsewhere.    Hia 
personal  estate  comprised  Canadian  and  various  foreign  securities.   There  was 
some  evidence  to  shew  that  the  loss  of  his  Canadian  domicil  would  have 
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disqtuJified  the  testator,  acooiding  to  the  law  of  Canada^  from  acting  there  y.^.  b. 

88  his  faither's  ezecator : —  ,  ^^ 

Hddf  that  the  testator's  domicil  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  English :  «^y^ 

HMf  also,  that  the  gift  to  the  daughter  of  a  share  of  the  residue  of  the  Stetensov 

testator's  estate  was  adeemed  pro  tanto  hy  the  £8500  oovenanted  to  he  paid  ^  ** 

hj  the  settlement.  ' 

r  ITBTHEB  consideratioii  and  motion  to  vary  certificate. 
This  suit  was  instituted  to  administer  the  estate  of  Joseph  W.  A. 

B,Mll89Qik 

The  testator  was  a  native  of  Ocmada.  He  married  there  in  the 
year  1847.  He  had  two  children,  a  daughter  bom  in  1848,  and  a 
son,  the  Defendant^  bom  in  1849.  The  testator  carried  on  the 
business  of  a  merchant  at  Montreal  until  the  year  1858,  when  he 
retired  and  went  to  Frcmce  with  his  wife  and  two  children,  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  his  children  a  French  education.  Before  he  left 
Canada  he  sold  his  residence  at  Montreal,  and  he  also  sold  a  small 
piece  of  land  in  the  burial-ground  at  Montreal,  which  belonged  to 
him.  He  continued  to  reside  in  France  until  the  year  1868,  with 
the  exception  of  two  short  intervals,  during  which  he  was  in 
Canada.  In  July,  1867,  his  wife  died  in  France.  Early  in  1868 
the  testator  came  with  his  children  to  England,  and  in  March  of 
that  year  he  purchased  the  lease  of  a  house  at  8t.  John*8  Wood  for 
a  term,  of  which  more  than  thirteen  years  was  unexpired.  He 
famished  the  house  and  lived  there  until  his  death  on  the  17th  of 
Hay,  1871.  He  paid  visits  to  Canada  in  1863, 1865,  and  1870,  on 
matters  of  business  principally  connected  with  the  management  of 
the  property  of  his  father,  a  Canadian,  of  whose  will  he  and  two 
of  his  brothers  were  the  executors.  When  the  testator  was  at  Jlfon- 
ireal,  in  1863,  he  executed  a  will  in  the  French  language,  and  in 
the  form  usually  employed  in  Lower  Canada.  In  it  he  described 
himself  as  residing  at  Montreal.  By  it  he  gave  his  wife  an  annuity 
for  her  life,  or  until  her  second  marriage,  and,  subject  thereto,  he 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  property  to  his  children  in  equal 
shares  on  their  coming  of  age.  He  also  directed  that  no  divi- 
sion of  his  property  should  be  made  until  twelve  months  after  his 
death,  and  he  appointed  his  son  and  three  other  persons  execu- 
tors and  administrators  of  his  estate.  When  he  was  at  Montreal 
on  this  occasion  he  obtained  a  certificate  of  domicil,  and  that  he 
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y.-o.  B.     was  a  Britisli  sabject    Wliezi  he  was  in  Oancida,  in  1865,  he  exe- 
1873       cuted  a  codicil  to  his  will,  which  was  also  in  the  French  langaage, 
B-nsfmov    ^^^  ^  ^  similar  form  to  the  will.    It  did  not  affect  the  gift  to  the 
j^J^j^      testator's  children.   On  the  15th  of  November,  1869,  the  testator's 
—       daughter  was  married  in  England  to  a  Mr.  Stevenson^  an  English- 
man.   By  a  settlement  dated  the  11th  of  November,  1869,  made 
in  contemplation  of  the  marriage,  the  testator  covenanted  with  the 
trustees  (also  Englishmen,  and  resident  in  England),  that  he  would 
**  at  such  time  or  times  during  his  life  as  he  should  think  fit,  or 
within  six  calendar  months  after  his  death,"  pay  to  them  £8500,  to 
be  held  by  them  on  the  trusts  of  the  settlement,  which  were  to  pay 
the  income  to  the  wife  during  her  life,  for  her  separate  use,  with- 
out power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her  death  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  principal  on  trust  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage  as  therein 
mentioned,  with  an  ultimate  remainder,  in  case  there  should  be  no 
child  of  the  marriage,  who,  being  a  son,  should  attain  twenty-one, 
or,  being  a  daughter,  should  attain  twenty -one,  or  marry  under 
that  age,  in  trust  for  the  wife  absolutely  if  she  should  survive  the 
husband ;  but  if  the  husband  should  be  the  survivor,  then  in  trust 
for  such  persons  as  the  wife  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint^  and  in 
default  of  appointment  in  trust  for  her  next  of  kin,  according  to 
the  StaitUe  of  Dtstribtdions.    No  part  of  the  £8500  was  paid  to  the 
trustees  before  the  testator's  death.  In  October,  1869,  the  testator 
apprenticed  his  son  to  a  merchant  in  London,  and  paid  a  premiom 
of  £400  for  so  doing.    He  made  further  advances  to  his  son.    He 
also  arranged  to  purchase,  on  his  son's  behalf,  a  share  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  merchant  to  whom  he  was  apprenticed,  and  paid  a 
further  sum  of  £1100  for  this  purpose,  which,  with  the  other  ad- 
vances, were  treated  as  gifts  to  the  son,  no  interest  being  paid 
upon  them.    Both  the  children  had  attained  twenty-one  before  the 
testator's  death.    The  will  and  codicil  were  proved  in  the  Probate 
Court  of  London  by  the  son  alone.   The  testator  left  no  real  estate 
in  England  or  in  Canada,  or  elsewhere,  but  part  of  his  property 
was  invested  in  Canadian  securities  and  part  in  French  and  other 
foreign  securities.    The  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  the  daughter 
and  her  husband,  an  infant  child  of  the  marriage,  and  the  trustees 
of  the  settlement,  against  the  son,  for  the  administration  of  the 
testator's  estate.    The  testator  died  in  England  in  Hay,  1871. 
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An  administration  decree  was  made  in  November,  1871,  whicn     T.-o.B. 
contained  (inter  alia)  a   direction  for  an  inquiry  whether  the        1873    . 
testator  was,  at  the  respective  dates  of  his  will  and  codicil  and    gTBYBxaoir 
death,  domiciled  in  England  or  Canada,  or  where  he  was  domi-         v- 

ciled,  and  an  inquiry  what  advances  the  testator  had  mode  to        

his  children  in  his  lifetime.  The  Chief  Clerk  found  that  the 
testator  was,  at  all  the  dates  mentioned,  domiciled  in  Canada, 
and  that  the  £8500  was  an  advance  to  the  daughter.  The  Plain- 
tiffs took  out  a  summons  to  vary  the  certificate  in  these  respects* 
Mrs.  Stevenson  deposed  that  her  father  never  mentioned  to  her  that 
he  contemplated  leaving  England  permanently.  The  Defendant 
deposed  that  his  father  had  frequently  told  him  that  he  fully 
intended  to  return  to  Canada  for  good  in  May,  1871.  The  tes- 
tator's brothers  both  deposed  that  when  he  was  in  Canada,  in  1870, 
he  told  them  that  it  was  his  intention  to  return  permanently  there 
in  a  few  months.  There  was  some  evidence  to  shew  that,  accord- 
ing  to  the  law  of  Canada,  the  testator,  if  he  had  lost  his  Canadian 
domicil,  would  have  been  disqualified,  from  acting  as  his  father's 
executor  in  Canada.  The  question  of  domicil  was  argued  first,  be- 
cause it  was  supposed  that  the  English  law  would  be  more  favour- 
able than  the  Canadian  to  the  contention  of  the  Plaintifis,  that  the 
£8500,  secured  by  the  settlement,  was  not  an  ademption  of  the 
gift  to  the  daughter  contained  in  the  wilL 

Hr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Locoek  Webb,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

We  say  that  the  testator  had  an  English  domicil  at  the  time  of 
his  death.  The  facts  prove  that  he  intended  to  abandon,  and  did 
abandon,  his  original  Canadian  domicil;  and  his  purchasing  a 
house  in  England  and  settling  his  children  in  life  there  are  suffi- 
cient to  shew  that  he  acquired  an  English  domicU.  The  most  that 
the  evidence  proves  is  that  he  expressed  an  intention  of  returning 
to  Canada  permanently,  but  he  never  did  any  act  to  carry  out  that 
intention.  To  effect  a  change  of  domicil  there  must  be  /actum  as 
well  as  animus :  Udny  v.  XJdny  (1) ;  Haldane  v.  Eckford  (2) ;  Sos- 
Uns  V.  Matthews  (3) ;  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Fitzgerald  (4) ;  Brund 
V.  Brunei  (5). 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  441,  458.  (3)  8  D.  M.  &  0. 13. 

(2)  Ibid.  8  Eq.  p31.  (4)  8  Draw.  610. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  12  £q.  228. 
Vou  XVIL  G  2 
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y.-O.  B.         Mr.  T.  A.  Bdberte,  for  another  infant  child  of  the  daughter. 

1878 

Mn  FooJcs,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  O.  W.  CoUins,  for  the  Defendant : — 


Stxvxnboh 

V.  We  say  that  the  testator  never  lost  his  domicil  of  origin.    He 

—       went  to  France  for  the  special  purpose  of  educating  his  children, 

and  the  facts  do  not  warrant  the  inference  that  he  intended  to 

reside  permanently  in  England.    Mere  residence  is  not  enough  to 

prove  this,  and  here  the  residence  in  England  was  only  for  three 

years.    The  domicil  of  origin  is  always  preferred  to  a  domicil  of 

choice.    In  all  the  cases  cited  ^there  was  something  in  addition  to 

residence  to  shew  an  intention  of  making  the  residence  permanent. 

The  marriage  of  the  testator's  daughter  and  the  settlement  of  his 

son  in  England  are  circumstances  of  no  weight. 

[They  cited  Douglas  v.  Douglas  (1) ;  AUckkon  v.  Dixon  (2).] 

Sib  Jahbs  Bacon,  Y.O.  : — 

In  my  opinion  the  £Etcts  do  not  justify  the  conclusion  of  the 
Chief  Clerk.  The  law  upon  this  subject  has  been  very  often  can- 
vassed, not  only  in  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  here,  but 
in  many  others ;  and  the  rules  are  very  distinctly  expressed.  The 
domicil  of  birth  is  prima  fade  the  domicil.  It  may  be  changed 
by  the  intention  of  the  party — his  voluntary  intention — ^and  it 
may  be  proved,  by  the  facts  and  by  the  intention,  that  a  new  domi- 
cil has  been  acquired.  Belying  on  that  principle,  and  considering 
the  evidence  in  this  case,  I  cannot  for  a  moment  doubt  that  there 
was  in  point  of  fact  a  domicil  acquired  in  England  by  the  act  of 
the  testator,  and  that  it  was  his  intention  to  retain  that  domicil, 
and  not  to  revert  to  his  original  Canadian  domicil.  The  facts  are 
very  simple  indeed.  In  1858  a  merchant,  a  man  of  business,  who 
was  in  possession  of  some  wealth,  winds  up  all  his  affairs  in  Canada, 
sells  his  house,  even  sells  his  grave,  and  goes  to  Paris  for  the  pur- 
pose of  educating  his  children;  and  that  object  being  accomplished, 
he  comes  to  England.  He  takes  a  house  there;  he  settles  his 
children  there.  The  marriage  of  his  daughter  and  the  apprentice- 
ship of  his  son  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  subsequent  buying 
of  a'  partnerehip  for  him,  are  as  serious  events  in  the  course 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  617.  (2)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  589. 
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of  a  man's  life  as  can  well  be  considered  with  reference  to  his     T.-0«  B. 
domicil.  1878 

Then  it  is  said,  that  this  condnsion  is  contrarerted  by  the  fact   f^^^^^^^ 
that  he  went  back  to  Ccmada  npon  matters  of  business  and  took  part     _  ^* 

in  the  execution  of  his  father's  will.    But  from  .tiie  yagneness  of  the        

expression  ^*  upon  matters  of  business/'  I  am  bound  to  conclude 
that  it  was  not  anything  serious*  It  is  certain  that  he  did  not  take 
a  house  in  Canada^  he  did  not  tie  himself  in  any  way ;  he  did  nothing 
to  shew  any  intention  of  remaining  permanently  in  Oanada.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  was  an  intention  that  he  should  permanently 
remain  in  and  inhabit  the  house  he  took  in  London^  which  was 
the  yery  place  in  which  he  married  his  daughter  and  established 
his  son  as  a  merchant  The  suggestion  that  if  he  gave  up  his 
Canadian  domicil  he  would  lose  his  authority  to  act  as  executor  to 
his  father's  will,  seems  to  be  proved  in  the  faintest  way^  if  it  can 
be  said  to  be  proved  at  all,  and  I  do  not  think  that  if  it  was  more 
distinctly  proved  it  would  at  all  alter  the  conclusion  at  which  I 
arrive  from  the  other  facts.  If  he  had  any  intention  of  regaining 
his  birth  domicil,  other  facts  must  have  happened,  and  must  have 
been  capable  of  proof,  if  they  had  happened,  from  which  I  could 
draw  that  inference.  I  find,  however,  nothing  but  facts  from  which 
the  inference  is  necessary,  until  it  is  rebutted,  that  the  testator  had 
established  himself  in  England^  meaning  to  reside  in  England  all 
the  days  of  his  life,  in  which  country  he  had  established  his 
children.  That  he  died  possessed  of  Canadian  securities,  does  not 
help  the  question  or  affect  it  in  any  way  whatever ;  for  he  also  bad 
French  Rentes  and  French  securities,  and  other  property  of  various 
kinds.  But  he  had  no  property  whatever  in  the  propet  sense  of 
the  word  in  Ccmada.  He  had  debts  due  to  him  in  Canada,  but  no 
property  there  other  than  such  debts. 

I  think,  consistently  with  all  the  cases,  and  applying  in  it9 
utmost  strictness  the  rule  which  has  been  recognised  in  them  all, 
that  on  the  intention  and  on  the  facts  the  testator  had  chosen  his 
domicil  in  Enghmd  and  died  while  that  domicil  was  existing  and 
was  his.  I  find,  therefore,  dissenting  from  the  conclusion  of  the 
certificate,  that  the  testator  was  at  the  time  of  his  death,  domiciled 
in  England. 

The  question  of  ademption  was  then  argued. 

G  2  2 
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V.-0.  B.         Mr.  Eddis,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Loooch  Webb,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

J^  The  advances  to  the  son  must  clearly  be  treated  as  an  ademp- 

Stkybkboh    tion  pro  tanto  of  the  gift  to  him  by  the  will.    A  gift  by  will  of  a 

<Habsoh.     share  of  residue  may  be  adeemed  by  a  subsequent  advance  to  a 

'  child :  MorUeJiore  v.  OuedaUa  (1) ;  Lady  Edward  Thynne  v.  Earl 

of  QlengaU  (2).    But  we  say  that  the  gift  to  the  daughter  was  not 

adeemed  by  the  settlement,  because  the  gift  by  the  will  was  to  her, 

whereas  the  settlement  was  on  trusts  wholly  different :  Chichester  y. 

Coventry  (3).    Moreover,  in  this  case,  under  the  will  the  share  was 

not  to  be  paid  till  twelve  months  after  the  testator's  death,  while 

under  the  settlement  the  £8500  was  to  be  paid  within  six  months 

after  his  death. 

[They  cited  also  Dawson  v.  Dawson  (4) ;  Trimmer  v.  Bayne  (5) ; 
Cooper  V.  Macdonald  (6).] 

Mr.  T.  A.  BohertSf  for  another  infant  child  of  the  daughter. 

Mr.  FooJcs,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  O.  W.  Collins,  for  the  Defendant, 
were  not  called  upon. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  :— 

In  my  opinion  the  question  is  sufficiently  dear  in  itself,  but  if  it 
were  not  it  is  entirely  covered  by  the  decisions  in  Da/wson  v.  Daw- 
son, Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  and  Cooper  v.  Macdonald.  The  argu- 
ment which  is  based  upon  the  distinction  between  the  gift  by  the 
wiU  and  the  trusts  created  by  the  settlement  is  not,  I  think,  a 
substantial  one.  The  subject-matter  is  the  same,  the  intention  is 
the  same,  but  the  father,  who  I  suppose  may  be  considered  as  the 
dictator  of  all  settlements,  thinks  fit  to  make  by  the  settlement  a 
provision  which  is  not  repugnant  to  the  provision  in  the  will ;  not 
in  the  slightest  degree  inconsistent  with  it ;  but  which  only  intro- 
duces those  proper  precautionary  arrangements  which  would  be 
naturally  found  in  a  settlement.  That  is  the  sole  distinction  to  be 
drawn.  In  my  opinion  it  is  an  unsubstantial  distinction,  and  upon 
the  authority  of  the  cases  which  I  have  mentioned,  not  to  say  that 

(1)  1  D.  F.  &  J.  93.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  504. 

(2)  2  H.  L.  C.  131.  (5)  7  Ves.  608. 

(8)  Law  Bep.  2  H.  L.  71.  (6)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  268. 
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there  are  other  cases  of  equal  value  which  might  have  been  V.-0.& 
referred  to,  I  think  that  the  sums  advanced  to  the  son,  and  also        1OT3 

the  sum  settled  upon  the  daughter,  must  be  brought  into  hotchpot  Ststeniov 

for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  their  interests  in  the  residue.  iLuBsaBr 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  John  Holmes. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Monchton  dk  Co. 


LONDON  AND  PKOVINCIAIi  INSURANCE  COMPANY       v.^.  a 

V.  SEYMOUR  1873 


[1866    L.    16.]  Dec^. 

Fiuud — JurUdietwn — Injunction — Suit  to  restrain  Action  at  Law^  and  to 
obtain^  Delivery  Up  and  Cancellation  of  Policies — Proceedings  stayed  tUl 
ofter  Triad  of  Action — Verdict /or  Drfendant  at  Law— Costs  of  Suit. 

Two  actions  were  brought  by  the  same  Plaintiff  against  an  insuranoe 
company  upon  two  marine  insaranoe  policies.  After  issue  had  been  joined 
an  order  was  made  at  law  staying  one  action  until  the  other  had  been  tried, 
on  the  terms  of  the  Defendants  at  law  being  bound  in  both  by  the  result  of 
the  one  which  should  be  tried.  But  the  Plaintiff  at  law  was  not  to  bo 
bound.  The  company,  who  resisted  payment  upon  the  allegation  that  the 
policies  had  been  obtained  *by  fraud,  afterwards  filed  a  bill  in  equity  to 
restrain  the  actions,  and  to  have  the  policies  delivered  up  and  cancelled.  No 
injunction  was  moved  for.  An  order  was  made  in  the  suit  staying  the  pro- 
ceedings  until  after  the  decision  of  the  action.  Ultimately  the  action  which 
was  tried  was  decided  in  favour  of  the  company,  on  the  ground  that  the  poUcy 
had  been  obtained  by  fraud.  The  Plaintiff  at  law  then  delivered  up  both 
policies  to  the  company.     Upon  the  suit  coming  on  for  hearing : — 

ffeldf  that  a  decree  must  be  made  for  cancellation  of  both  policies ;  and 
that  the  Defendants  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

IHE  object  of  this  suit  was  to  obtain  a  declaration  that  the  exe* 
cntion  by  the  Plaintiffs  of  two  policies  of  insurance  upon  goods 
shipped  in  a  vessel  called  the  Peterhoff  was  obtained  by  misrepre- 
sentation, and  to  have  the  policies  set  aside  and  cancelled.  The 
bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendant  Seymour 
from  farther  proceeding  with  two  actions  at  law  which  he  had 
commenced  against  the  PlaintifiEs  on  the  policies. 

The  Defendant  Seymour  was  an  insurance  broker.     The  other 
Defendants  were  various  shippers  of  goods  on  board  the  Peterhoff^ 
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VrO.  Sb     and  the  ship's  brokers,  for  all  of  whom  Seymour  acted  as  agent. 

1S78        On  the  3rd  of  December,  1862,  the  Defendant  Seymour^  as  agent 

LoHDOT  AVD  ^^  ^®  other  Defendants,  effected  with  the  Plainti£b  a  policy  for 

Ioto^^^'^mQ)  ^^^^  ^^  goods  shipped  in  the  Peterhoff.    The  insurance  was  de- 

V.         dared  to  be  *'  upon  goods  warranted  no  contraband  of  war."    The 

•^«-        Toyage  was  to  be  from  London  to  MatamoroB^  in  Mexico. 

On  the  10th  of  December,  1862,  Seymour,  as  agent  for  the 
other  Defendants,  effected  with  the  Plaintiffs  another  policy  for 
£3000  on  goods  in  the  same  ship.  This  policy  was  expressed  in 
similar  terms.  At  this  time  a  state  of  war  existed  between  the 
United  Staie$  ofAmeriea  and  the  so-called  Confederate  States  of 
America.  A  considerable  quantity  of  goods  which  were  contrar- 
band  of  war  were  shipped  on  board  the  vessel,  and  this  was  done 
in  pursuance  of  a  prior  agreement  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Pefendants  with  the  Government  of  the  Confederate  States.  The 
intention  was  to  take  the  goods  to  Matamoras,  and  from  thence  to 
carry  them  across  the  border  to  Texas,  one  of  the  Confederate 
Stales,  the  ports  of  Texas  being  blockaded  by  the  United  States. 

On  the  7  th  of  January,  1863,  the  Peterhoff  sailed  from  London, 
but  before  she  reached  her  destination  she  was  seized  by  a  cruiser 
of  the  United  States  and  was  carried  into  one  of  their  ports.  A. 
portion  of  the  cargo  was  afterwards  condeinned  by  a  prize  court 
at  New  York  as  contraband  of  war. 

On  the  7th  of  February,  1865,  the  Defendant  Seymour  com- 
menced actions  at  law  against  the  Plaintiffs  on  both  the  policies^ 
and  against  other  underwriters  upon  other  policies  which  had  been 
effected  upon  the  residue  of  the  goods  shipped  in  the  Peterhof. 
The  Defendants  to  the  actions  pleaded  that  the  policies  had 
been  obtained  by  means  of  fraudulent  concealment  and  misrepre- 
sentation. Issue  was  joined  on  the  15th  of  June,  1865.  Ixi 
November,  1865,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  on  the  application  of  the  Defendants  to  the  actions,  that 
all  the  actions  but  one  should  be  stayed  until  after  one  to  be 
elected  by  Seymour  had  been  tried,  the  Defendants  in  all  the 
other  actions  agreeing  to  be  bound  by  the  result  of  that  one  if 
it  should  be  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  Seymour,  however,  was 
left  at  liberty,  in  case  the  decision  should  be  against  him,  to 
proceed  with  the  other  actions.    This  order  was  not  drawn  up 
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till  the  15th  of  January,  1866,  when  Seymour  elected  to  proceed     y.-0.  B. 
with  the  action  on  the  policy  of  the  lOth  of  December,  1862«       1878 
The  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  on  the  Slst  of  January,  1866.    The  Laim^AKp 
action  came  on  to  be  tried  in  November,  1866,  when  a  verdict  was  j^^^SotOo 
foand  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  a  special  case  to  be  stated  by  an         «• 

arbitrator.    It  was  stipulated  by  the  Defendants  to  the  action  that        

the  facts  found  by  the  arbitrator  in  the  special  case  might  be  used 
by  either  party  as  evidence  in  this  suit,  and  this  was  agreed  to 
by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action.  On  the  24th  of  February,  1869, 
an  order  was  made  in  the  suit  that  the  proceedings  should  be 
stayed  until  the  special  case  at  law  should  have  been  decided. 
On  the  11th  of  August,  1871,  the  special  case  was  stated  by 
the  arbitrator,  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1872,  the  Court  of  Com* 
men  Pleas  gave  jadgment  for  the  Defendants  in  the  action,  on 
the  ground  that  the  policy  had  been  obtained  by  misrepresen- 
tation, and  that  there  had  been  a  breach  of  warranty  by  the 
Plaintiff  (I).  This  decision  was  afterwards  affirmed  by  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  (2).  The  Defendants,  by  their  answers 
in  this  suit,  had  denied  that  any  of  the  goods  shipped  in  the 
Pderhoff  were  contraband  of  war,  and  after  the  decision  against 
them  at  law  on  this  point  they  filed  affidavits  verifying  their 
answers.  The  suit  now*came  on  for  hearing,  and  l^e  Defendants 
having  delivered  up  both  the  policies  to  the  Plaintiffs,  the  main 
qnestion  for  argument  was,  how  the  costs  of  the  suit  were  to  be 
borne. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Marten,  for  the  Plainti£b  :— 

We  were  right  in  filing  the  bill,  and  by  it  we  have  obtained  the 
power  of  using  the  evidence  in  the  action  on  the  one  policy  in  this 
suit  upon  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  other  policy.  We 
could  not,  except  by  filing  this  bill,  have  bound  the  Defendants  to 
abide  by  the  result  of  one  action.  Though  we  had  a  defence  at 
law,  we  were  entitled  to  come  to  this  Court  to  obtain  cancellation 
of  the  policies :  De  Costa  v.  Scandret  (3) ;  India  and  London  Life 
Assurance  Company  v.  Dolby  (4) ;  TraiB  v.  Baring  (5) ;  BrUieh 

(1)  41  Lw  J.  (C.P.)  198.  (3)  2  P.  Wins.  170. 

(2)  42  Ibid.  111.  (4)  4  De  Q.  &  Snu  462. 

(6)  4  D.  J.  ft  B.  818. 
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y.-O.B.      EquUable  InBuranoe  Company  ▼.  Chreat  Wsatem  BaUway  Com- 

1878       pany  (1).   In  the  latter  case  there  was  only  one  policy  in  question. 

JjoKDoxAXD  ^^'  ^^^^  ^^  stronger,  inasmuch  as  the  verdict  in  our  favour  in  the 

Pbovikcul  qjjq  action  would  have  been  no  defence  at  law  to  the  second  action, 

V,         though  the  defences  were  virtually  identical    Share  v.  Brem- 

ridge  (2)  shews  that»  though  the  practice  of  this  Cburt  in  a  case  of 

this  kind  is  to  adopt  the  action  at  law  to  try  the  question  of  fraud, 
yet  this  is  done  without  prejudice  to  the  exercise  of  its  own  juris- 
diction when  that  question  has  been  determined.  We  are  entitled 
to  a  decree  for  a  cancellation  of  the  policies,  and  to  oar  costs  of 
the  suit. 

Mr.  Little,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  B.  Eeath,  for  four  of  the  Defen- 
dants : — 

This  was  an  unnecessary  and  vexatious  suit.  There  is  no 
authority  for  such  a  transfer  of  jurisdiction,  or  for  enabling  the 
successful  party  at  law  to  inflict  double  costs  on  his  adversary.  The 
consolidation  of  the  actions  at  law  was  made  upon  the  application 
of  the  Plaintifis  in  the  suit,  and  after  they  had  been  parties  to  all 
the  proceedings  at  law  they  filed  the  bilL  There  is  no  precedent 
for  such  a  proceeding.  The  cases  relied  on  are  distingai8habl& 
In  De  Coda  v.  Scandret  (3)  it  does  not  appear  that  any  action  had 
been  brought.  In  India  and  London  Life  Assurance  Company  v. 
DaJby  (4),  which  was  a  demurrer,  the  parties  had  not  joined  issue  in 
the  action.  So  it  was  in  TraiU  v.  Baring  (5)  and  British  Equitable 
Insfiranee  Company  v.  Qreat  Western  Bailway  Company.  Hoare 
V.  Bremridge  does  not  support  the  Plaintiffs'  contention.  If,  as 
the  Lord  Chancellor  said  there  (6),  the  Court  would  act  on  the 
judgment  at  law,  what  is  the  use  of  the  answers  and  evidence  in  the 
suit  ?  Oehsenbein  v.  Papelier  (7)  shews  that  the  Lord  Chancellor 
did  not  approve  such  a  transfer  of  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  De  OeXy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JT.  D.  Gardiner,  for  other  Defen- 
dants:— 

The  jurisdiction  to  order  the  delivery  up  and  cancellation  of 

(1)  38  L.  J.  (Ch.)  132,  314.  (4)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  462. 

(2)  Law  lUp.  8  Gh.  22.  (5)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  318. 

(3)  2  P.  Wms.  170.  (6)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  29. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  696. 
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documents  is  never  exercised  in  a  case  where  there  has  been  a     T.-0.  B. 
litigation  in  which  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  law  must  be  con-        1873 
dusiye.    This  is  really  a  suit  for  discoTery,  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  Lomdoh  and 
wish  to  avoid  paying  the  coste.  iT^S^. 

Mr.  WesOake,  and  Mr.  F.  H.  LinJdaier,  for  other  Defendants.         Sewwur. 

Sm  James  Bac;on,  V.C.  : — 

I  wholly  disclaim  the  imputation  that  I  have  any  intention  of 
acting  in  the  face  of  the  decision  of  Hocbre  v.  Bremridge  (1).  I  have 
heard  what  is  to  me  a  great  novelty  in  the  course  of  this  argu- 
ment. I  had  thought  that  a  man  who  had  been  defrauded  had  a 
right  to  come  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  be  relieved  from  the  conse- 
quences of  that  fraud.  The  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit  file  their  bill, 
and  state  in  plain  terms :  We  have  been  cheated  by  misrepre- 
sentations made  to  us  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants ;  they 
have  got  from  us  two  policies  of  insurance ;  they  can  sue  upon 
them — they  are  suing  upon  them ;  and  for  the  reasons  we  allege 
in  our  bill  we  ask  the  Court  to  decree  that  those  policies  should 
be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled.  That  is  about  as  plain  an  equity 
as  can  be  stated.  There  has  been  an  attempt  to  confusiB  the  plain- 
ness  of  it  by  referring  to  what  took  place  at  law,  but  that  only 
makes  the  Plaintiffs'  case  the  stronger.  There  were  two  actions 
pending  at  law ;  there  were  proceedings  in  both,  and  in  the  result 
it  was  agreed  that  the  facts  between  the  parties  should  be  turned 
into  a  special  case»  and  the  judgment  at  law  delivered  on  the  facts 
so  found.  The  facts  so  found  are  that  as  gross  and  deliberate  a 
fraud  as  can  well  be  expressed  in  words  was  committed  on  the 
insurers — ^that  the  shippers  had  contracted  with  the  Confederate 
Grovemment  to  send  articles  contraband  of  war  in  the  ship  which 
was  insured.  The  facts  are  plain  and  dear.  There  was  a  pro* 
ceeding  in  the  Court  of  Common  Law  by  which  the  special  case 
was  arrived  at^  the  result  of  which  was  that  Seymowr  was  to  be 
bound  as  to  one  action,  but  free  as  to  the  other;  while  the  Defen- 
dants were  to  be  bound  as  to  both.  What  is  the  consequence 
of  that  ?  It  leaves  the  company,  whatever  might  be  the  result 
of  the  action  on  the  first  policy,  liable  to  have  an  action  brought 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Cb.  22. 
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VaCB.     against  them  npon  the  other  policy;  and  I  am  told  there  is  a 

1878       ooncunent  jurisdiction  at  law,  and  that  the  effect  of  that  is  to 

London  and  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court    No  case  which  has  been  re* 

InwiuvoibGo.  ^^^^^  ^  ^  ^^^  this,  and  anything  more  repugnant  to  the  prin- 

„    V*         ciples  of  this  Court  cannot  be  conceived.   The  Plaintiffs  are  driven 

SiTMOUB.  * 

to  proceed  with  their  suit.    They  would  most  willingly  drop  it ;  in 

fact»  the  correspondence  that  has  been  read  shews  they  desired  to 
drop  it,  and  that  there  was  no  question  between  the  parties  but 
that  of  costs.  The  real  substance  of  the  case  being  what  I  have 
said,  is  it  equitable  that  the  Plaintiffii  in  this  suit  should  be  left  to 
the  chances — ^however  remote,  however  improbable — that  the  policy 
npon  which  the  judgment  has  not  been  pronounced  shall  be  put  in 
suit  against  them,  and,  whatever  be  the  result,  that  it  should  lead 
to  a  prolonged  litigation  ?  Is  that  consistent  with  the  practice  of 
this  Court  ?  The  cases  that  have  been  referred  to  do  not  touch  the 
only  question  I  have  to  decide,  for  in  Hoare  v.  Bremridge  (1)  it  is 
perfectly  plain  that,  although  the  Lord  Chancellor  declined  to  in- 
terfere to  restrain  the  proceedings  at  law,  because  that  the  matter 
should  be  decided  by  a  common  law  tribunal  was  more  convenient, 
still,  in  every  part  of  his  judgment  he  shews  that  he  should  adopt 
and  act  on  the  finding  at  law,  and  he  leaves  all  the  rest  of  the  case 
— that  relating  to  the  cancellation  of  the  policy,  among  other 
things — to  be  the  subject  of  future  consideration.  What  applica- 
tion that  can  have  to  the  present  case  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see.  Then 
Ochsevibein  v.  Fapdier  (2)  was  cited,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  in  equity 
complained  that  he  was  being  wrongfully  sued  at  law,  because  the 
ground  of  the  action  there  was  a  judgment  which  had  been  fraudu- 
lently obtained — ^a  case  which  might  be  decided  from  beginning 
to  end  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  there  being  no  necessity 
whatever  for  approaching  this  Court  The  distinction  is  perfectly 
obvious,  for  a  Court  of  Common  Law  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order 
the  cancellation  of  these  policies.  Notwithstanding  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Law,  the  shippers*  and  brokers'  right  of 
action  under  the  second  policy  remains.  I  cannot  hesitate  for  a 
moment  in  making  the  only  decree  I  am  asked  for  now,  viz.,  that 
the  policies  which  have  been  delivered  up  shall  now  be  cancelled. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Gh.  22.  (2)  Law  Bep.  8  Gh.  695. 
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The  Flainti&y  to  whom  the  policies  have  been  delivered,  are  en-     V.-O.  B. 
titled  not  only  to  retain  poBsession  of  them,  but  to  a  decree  of  the       1873 
Court  that  they  be  now  cancelled.  Lotook  akd 

The  costs  of  the  suit  alone  remain  to  be  disposed  of.    From  iJ^^"^*^^no 
what  I  have  said  it  is  apparent  that  the  Plaintiffs  never  could  have       ««• 

obtained  the  relief  I  am  now  giving  them,  but  by  bringing  their        

suit  to  a  hearing — ^unless  the  parties'  good  sense  had  suggested 
some  other  way  of  dealing  with  the  case.  What  have  the  Plain- 
tiffs done  ?  They  lire  accused  of  having  acted  vexatiously,  and  of 
having  gone  on  with  the  suit  unnecessarily.  Of  vexation  I  do  not 
find  a  traoe  anywhere.  As  to  the  suit  being  unnecessary,  I  have 
disposed  of  that  point ;  for  I  think  it  was  absolutely  necessary  for 
their  protection,  and  it  was  their  plain  right  that  the  policies 
should  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled.  But  if  the  charges  of 
"  vexation  "  and  ^*  want  of  necessity "  are  to  be  applied  at  all  in 
this  case,  without  hesitation  I  apply  them  to  the  Defendants. 
Their  conduct  has  been,  in  my  judgment,  eminently  unsatisfac- 
tory, vexatious,  and  unnecessary ;  for  on  the  facts  found  in  the 
special  case  it  is  plainly  manifest  that  they  one  and  all  of  them 
committed  a  fraud.  This  fraud  they  denied  in  their  answers,  and 
they  justified  that  denial  by  afterwards  again  swearing  to  the 
truth  of  the  statements  in  their  answers.  I  never  saw  a  case  in 
which,  in  my  opinion,  the  necessity  of  bringing  a  cause  to  a  hear- 
ing was  more  plainly  forced  on  reasonable  Plaintiffs,  and  I  cannot 
hesitate  for  a  moment  to  make  the  decree  I  have  stated,  and  to 
direct  the  Defendants  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Waliom,  Bubb,  &  'Walton. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:  Messrs.  Phdp^  dt  Sidgwieh ; 
Messrs.  Traver$  Smith  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Elmdie,  Forsyth,  d  Sedg* 
xoick]  Messrs.  LinJdcUer,  Hacktuood,  dt  Co. 
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D4C.  12, 13. 


V.^.B.,  HATHESING  v.  LAING. 

"^^^  [1870    C.    212.] 

LAING  V.  ZEDEN. 

[1870    L.    131.] 

Shipping  Documenta^BiU  qf  Lading — MaU^s  Beceipt  for  Goods — Prcperty  in 
Goods — Equitable  Assignment — Notice— 'Local  Custom  of  Trade, 

The  master  of  a  vessel  may  properly  sign  bills  of  lading  in  faTonr  of  tbe 
shipper  of  goods,  without  production  of  the  mate's  receipts  for  the  goods,  if 
he  is  satisfied  otherwise  that  the  goods  are  on  board  the  vessels  and  has  no 
notice  that  any  one  but  the  shipper  claims  any  interest  in  them. 

The  holder  for  value  of  bills  of  lading  so  given  has  a  better  title  than  an 
indorsee  of  the  mate's  receipts. 

Aflocal  custom  of  trade  was  alleged  to  exist  at  Bombay  by  virtue  of  which 
the  mate's  receipts  for  goods  shipped  on  board  a  vessel  are  negotiable  instro- 
ments,  and  pass  the  property  in  the  goods  in  the  same  manner  as  bills  of 
lading,  and  that  masters  of  ships  are  bound  to  have  the  mate's  receipt  returned 
to  them  before  signing  any  bill  of  lading  for  the  goods  mentioned  in  that 
receipt,  and  that  if  a  captain  signed  a  bill  of  lading  without  production  and 
delivery  to  him  of  the  mate's  receipt  for  the  goods,  he  would  be  bound,  on 
the  production  of  that  receipt,  to  sign  a  fresh  bill  of  lading,  and  to  deliver 
the  same  to  the  person  producing  the  mate's  receipt,  and  that  the  goods 
mentioned  in  the  receipt  ought  to  be  delivered  to  the  person  who  produced 
the  second  bill  of  lading : — 

EeMf  that  such  a  custom,  if  proved  to  exist,  would  be  inoperative  as 
against  the  captain  and  the  shipowners. 

JLHE  bill  in  the  first  of  these  suits  was  filed  by  the  members  of 
a  firm  of  cotton  brokers  at  Bomhatf,  who  traded  under  the  style  of 
Currtm^hund  Premchund. 

The  bill  stated  that  for  some  time  previous  to  May,  1870,  the 
Plaintifis  had  been  in  the  habit  of  purchasing  cotton  in  Bombay  for 
a  firm  of  Harbard  dt  Go^  who  were  merchants  in  Bombay  and  in 
London.  WiUiam  Harbord,  one  of  the  partners,  resided  in 
England;  O.  E.  Wilkinson  and  John  Harlord,  the  other  two 
partners,  resided  in  Bombay.  Tbe  bill  contained  the  following 
allegations : — 

Par.  2.  ''The  course  of  business  between  the  Plaintifis  and 
Harbord  dt  Co.  was  that  the  Plaintifis  should  purchase  and  pay  for 
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the  cotton^  and  have  it  deliyered  to  themselves,  and  that  after-  ,  y.*0.  B. 
wards  they  should  load  it  on  board  ship  at  Bombay,  taking  the       1878 
usual  receipts  for  the  cotton  from  the  mate  or  officer  in  charge  of   HATHxsnro 
the  ship,  which  receipts  were  retained  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  taken       _  ^* 


bv  them  to  Harhord  &  Co.,  in  order  that  the  receipts  might  be 
indorsed  to  the  Plaintifb  by  Harhord  db  Co,y  without  Harhord  &         v. 
Co.  at  any  time  having  possession  of  the  same."  Zidew. 

Far.  3.  **  The  Plaintiffs  so  kept  the  receipts  in  order  that  they 
might  preserve  their  right  to  the  possession  of  the  cotton,  and  the 
receipts  so  kept  and  indorsed  to  them  were  retained  by  them  till 
the  cotton  represented  by  the  receipts  was  paid  for  by  Harhord 
&  Cor 

Par.  4.  "  Upon  such  payment  the  receipts  were  handed  over 
to  Harhord  &  Co.,  in  order  that  they  might  present  them  to  the 
captain  of  the  ship,  and  obtain  bills  of  lading,  as  they  could  not 
get  bills  of  lading  without  the  production  of  the  receipts.** 

The  bill  went  on  to  state  that  in  the  beginning  of  1870  the 
Plaintiffs  received  orders  from  Harhord  &  Co,  to  purchase  for  them 
a  large  quantity  of  cotton.  This  cotton  was  accordingly  purchased 
by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  was  loaded  on  the  steam  ship  Alabama^  com- 
manded by  Captain  Bland,  Among  the  cotton  so  shipped  were 
two  parcels  of  eighty  and  eighty-two  bales.  Beceipts  for  these 
two  parcels,  signed  by  the  mate  of  the  ship,  were  given  to  the 
Plaintiffs'  agent.    The  receipt  for  the  eighty-two  bales  was  in 

this  form  :— 

''S.  S.  Alabama. 

"  1st  June  /70. 

"  Received  on  board  eighty-two  bales  of  cotton  H  dt  Go. 

NO  Marks.        ...      5 

N.  0.  0. 

<^ 69 

NO 

NOP        ....      8 

82 
«  W.  B.  Dixon, 

«  Ohief  Officer." 

The  receipt  for  the  eighty  bales  was  in  a  similar  form. 
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y.-a  B.         The  bill  contained  the  folIowiDg  further  allegatioDB : — 

*  J^  **  In  accordance  with  the  nsnal  course  of  business,  the  said 

HATBuoHe   receipts  were  taken  by  LaHodbhoy  CurrumchuThdy  the  Plaintiflfs' 

Mm 

Laikg.  agent,  to  Earlord  d  Oo.,  and,  without  his  parting  with  the  posses- 
£j^Q  fiion  of  the  same,  handed  to  them  to  be  indorsed,  and  were  indorsed 
V*  by  them  and  handed  back  to  LuUodbhoy  Ourrumehund  as  the  agent 
of  the  Plaintiflfe.  A  few  days  after  the  said  receipts  were  so  in- 
dorsed, Harlcrd  &  Co.  requested  the  Plaintiffs  or  LuUoobhoy 
Cwrrumdiund  to  give  them  up,  in  order  that  Earlord  &  Co. 
might  get  from  the  captain  of  the  ship  bills  of  lading  for  the  same; 
but  the  Plaintiffs  or  LuHaobhoy  Ourrumchtmd  refused  wholly  to 
do  so  without  first  receiving  pajrment  for  the  said  cotton,  as  they 
did  not  wish  to  let  Harbord  &  Co.  have  possession  of  the  same 
without  the  usual  payment  Upon  suck  refusal,  Sarhord  d  Co., 
who  were  also  the  agents  in  Bombay  for  the  steamship  Aldbama, 
induced  the  captain  to  sign,  and  he  did  accordingly  improperly  sign 
and  hand  to  them,  bills  of  lading  for  the  cotton  represented  by  the 
said  receipts,  without  the  production  of  the  receipts  themselves. 
The  captain  signed  the  bills  of  lading  as  the  agent  of  the  owners  of 
the  ship.*' 

Qh  the  30th  of  May,  1870,  Harbord  db  Co.  drew  two  bills  of 
exchange  for  £1000  eaeh  upon  Jamea  Wiseman  dt  Co^  of  London. 
Each  of  these  bills  purported  to  be  drawn  against  eighty  bales  of 
cotton  per  steamer  Alahamay  and  to  each  of  them  was  attached  a 
bill  of  lading  dated  the  80th  of  May,  1870,  and  signed  by  Captain 
Bland^  for  eighty  bales  of  cotton  shipped  by  Sarbord  &  Co.  in  the 
steamship  Alabama,  at  anchor  in  the  port  of  Bombaiy,  and  bound  for 
Liverpool.  These  two  bills  of  exchange  were  indorsed  by  Earbori 
dt  Co,  the  same  day  to  a  bank^  called  the  Camptoir  d^Escompte  de 
Paris,  whose  agent  at  Bombay  gave  value  for  them.  To  each  of 
the  bills  of  exchange  was  also  attached  a  letter  of  hypothecation  of 
the  cotton  in  favour  of  the  Comptoir  d^Uscompte.  These  bills  of 
exchange  were  sent  to  London  and  were  accepted  by  the  drawees, 
but  were  not  paid  at  maturity.  The  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  on 
the  13th  of  June,  1870,  before  the  ship  sailed  from  Bomhay,  they 
demanded  of  Captain  Bland  that  he  should  sign  and  deliver  to 
them  a  bill  of  lading  for  the  162  bales  of  cotton,  and  that  be 
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refused  to  do  so  on  the  ground  that  he  had  already  signed  and     v.-O.  B. 
deliyered  bills  of  lading  for  the  same  cotton  to  Edrlard  dt  Co.  The       i87S' 
ship  sailed  from  Bombay  on  the  14th  of  June,  and  arrived  at  Liver^    Hactmoig 
pool  on  the  6th  of  August,  when  she  was  consigned  to  a  Mr.  Zeden^         *- 

as  ship's  agent.    The  registered  owners  of  the  ship  word  James        

Laing  and  Mary  Oourley,  of  Sunderhmi.  On  the  2nd  of  September,  «. 
1870,  the  Plaintiffs'  solicitors  gave  notice  to  Laing  and  Oowhy  ^I^" 
that  the  Plaintiffs  claimed  the  162  bales  of  cotton ;  they  also  gave 
notice  to  Zeden  not  to  part  with  the  cotton,  and  on  the  16th  of 
September  the  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  against  Laing  and  Oourley, 
Zeden,  and  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Harhord  dt  Go.,  praying  a 
declaration  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  the  162  bales 
of  cotton  delivered  up  to  them,  or  at  any  rate  to  a  lien  on  the 
cotton  for  the  purchase-money  thereof;  that,  if  the  Plaintiffs  were 
not  so  entitled,  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Defendants  Laing 
and  Gourley  were  liable  to  make  good  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  value 
of  the  cotton ;  that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  to  sell  the 
cotton  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  entitled  thereto,  and  that  in 
the  meantime  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  fi-om  parting 
with  the  cotton.  On  the  ITth  of  September  an  order  for  an  injunc- 
tion in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  was  made  ex  parte,  and  it  was 
served  on  Laing  and  Gourley  on  the  28th  of  September,  and  on 
Zeden  on  the  29th  of  September.  On  the  29th  of  October,  1870, 
the  Comptoir  d'Eeoompte  commenced  an  action  against  Laing  and 
Gourley  to  recover  damages  for  non-delivery  to  them  of  the  cotton 
on  the  production  of  the  bills  of  lading.  On  the  4th  of  November, 
1870,  the  Comptoir  SEscompte  were  made  parties  by  amendment 
to  the  suit  of  Hatheaing  v.  Laing,  without  prejudice  to  the 
injunction.  On  the  8th  of  December,  1870,  Laing  and  Gourley 
filed  the  biU  in  the  second  suit  against  Zeden  and  the  Comptoir 
d^Esdompie,  praying  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Comptoir 
d'Eeeompte  from  further  proceeding  with  their  action,  and  on  the 
16th  of  December,  1870,  an  injunction  was  granted  restraining 
further  proceedings  in  the  action  until  the  hearing  of  Laing  ▼• 
Zeden,  on  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiffs  giving  judgment  in  the  action 
to  be  dealt  with  as  the  Court  should  direct ;  but  execution  was  not 
to  be  issued  without  the  leave  of  the  Court 

By  their  answer,  in  Hathesing  v.  Laing,  the  Comptoir  d'Eioompte 
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claimed  the  cotton  as  their  property,  and  claimed  to  hold  the  bills 
of  lading  as  purchasers  for  yalue,  without  notice  of  any  irregularity 
in  relation  thereto. 

The  Defendants  Laing  and  Oourley  by  their  answer  submitted 
that  Captain  Bland  signed  the  bills  of  lading,  not  as  their  agent, 
but  as  the  agent  of  Harhord  d  Co.,  the  charterers  of  the  ship,  and 
that»  if  the  Plaintiffs  had  t>een  damnified,  the  loss  had  arisen  from 
their  own  neglect  in  not  giving  notice  to  the  captain  not  to  sign 
any  bills  of  lading  without  notice  to  them. 

The  suit  of  Saihedng  y.  Lomg  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon 
motion  for  decree. 

According  to  the  PlaintifiSs'  eyidence,  the  mate's  receipts  for  the 
cotton  had  never  been  out  of  their  possession  or  that  of  their 
agents,  although  Harhord  &  Co.  had  requested  that  the  receipts 
might  be  given  up  to  them  in  order  that  they  might  be  enabled 
to  obtain  bills  of  lading  from  the  captain.  The  Plaintiffs  also 
adduced  the  evidence  of  some  European  merchants  at  Bombay, 
which  stated  that,  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  merchants 
at  Bombay,  the  mate's  receipts  for  goods  shipped  on  board  a  yessel 
represent  the  property  in  the  goods  therein  specified,  and  are 
always  negotiable  in  the  Bombay  markets  and  are  sold  and  pledged, 
and  pass  the  property  in  such  goods  in  the  same  manner  as  bills 
of  lading;  that  captains  of  ships  are  bound  to  have  the  mate's 
receipts  returned  to  them  before  they  sign  any  bill  or  bills  of 
lading  for  the  goods  mentioned  in  those  receipts ;  that  it  is  the 
practice  for  brokers  who  haye  bought  goods  for  shippers  to  ship 
them  in  their  principal's  name,  but  to  retain  the  mate's  receipts  as 
their  security  and  by  way  of  lien  on  the  goods  so  shipped ;  that  if 
a  captain  signed  bills  of  lading  for  goods  without  the  production 
and  delivery  to  him  of  the  mate's  receipts,  he  was  bound,  on  the 
production  of  the  mate's  receipts,  to  sign  a  fresh  set  of  biUs  of 
lading,  and  to  deliyer  the  same  to  the  person  producing  the  mate's 
receipts;  and  that  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  receipts  ought 
to  be  delivered  to  the  person  who  produced  the  second  bill  of 
lading. 

Captain  Bland,  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  Laing  and 
Qowley,  deposed  that  the  Alabama,  was  chartered  to  Harhofi 
d  Co. ;  that  a  laige  quantity  of  cotton  was  shipped  by  them  in 
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her;  and  that  till  this  suit  was  institated  he  believed  that  all  the      V.-C.  U, 
cotton  shipped   in  their  name  was  their  property,  and  that  hie        1873 
knew  no  one  else  in  the  transaction.    No  notice  was  given  to  him    hathesino 
that  any  persons  besides  Harlord  <&  Co,  were  interested  in  the 
cotton.    He  said,  also,  that  he  never  signed  any  bill  of  lading  for 
any  portion  of  the  cargo  of  the  Alabama  on  this  occasion  without 
having  the  receipts  of  one  of  the  ship's  people  forwarded  to  him 
for  the  same ;  that  he  signed  all  the  bills  of  lading  at  Harbord  dt 
Co!s  office.    He  said  that  he  never  heard  of  any  sueh  custom  at 
Bombay  as  that  mentioned  in  the  Plaintiffs'  evidence  before  the 
institution  of  the  suit.    He  had  never  been  at  Bombay  before  this 
voyage.    He  denied  that  any  application  was  made  to  him  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  sign  a  second  set  of  bills  of 
lading. 

Mr.  Eddis^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Morshead,  for  the  Plaintiffs  :— 

We  say  that  the  Compioir  ^Escompte  never  acquired  any 
property  in  the  cotton  by  virtue  of  the  bills  of  lading.  They 
are  entitled  to  every  advantage  which  the  bills  of  lading  give 
them,  but  as  the  captain  signed  them  wrongfully,  without  the  pro- 
duction of  the  mate's  receipts,  no  property  passed  by  them. 
The  evidence  as  to  the  course  of  dealing  between  the  Plaintiffs 
and  their  principals  is  clear,  and  the  alleged  mercantile  custom  at 
Bombay  is  also  clearly  proved. 

In  Craven  v.  Byder  (1)  Chief  Justice  Oibbs  said :  **  The  prac- 
tice is  that  the  person  who  is  in  possession  of  the  lighterman's 
receipt  is  the  person  entitled  to  the  bill  of  lading,  which  ought 
to  be  given  only  to  the  holder  of  that  receipt.  Consequently  the 
holder  of  that  receipt  retains  a  control  over  the  goods  at  least 
Tmtil  he  has  exchanged  the  receipt  for  the  bill  of  lading."  So, 
too,  in  Ruck  v.  Hatfidd  (2),  where  goods  were  sold  free  on  board, 
but  the  vendor,  when  he  delivered  the  goods  on  board  the  ship, 
demanded  from  the  master  a  receipt  acknowledging  that  the  goods 
were  shipped  on  account  of  the  vendor,  which  receipt  the  master 
refused  to  sign,  and  afterwards  signed  bills  of  lading  in  favour  of 
the  purchaser's  agent,  it  was  held  that  the  transiius  was  not  at  an 
end,  and  that  the  vendor  had  a  right,  on  the  insolvency  of  the 


(1)  6  Taunt.  433,  434. 
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y.-G.  B.     purchaser,  to  stop  the  goods  in  trarmtu.    Chief  Jastice  AhboU 

1873       said :  ^'  The  Defendant  (the  master)  ought  not  to  have  signed  bills 

Hathesinq  o^  lading  until  that  receipt  had  been  handed  over  to  him  by 

Laino       •^'  ^  ^'  (*^®  purchasers),  after  having  been  delivered  to  them  by 

— -       the  PlaintiflF  (the  vendor)/'    In  Evans  v.  Niohd  (1)  it  was  held 

9,         that  the  holder  of  the  receipt  for  goods  signed  by  the  mate  of  a 

vessel  could  maintain  trover  for  goods  shipped  to  be  delivered  to 

him,  though  no  bill  of  lading  was  signed.    On  the  authority  of 

these  cases,  we  have  a  right  to  the  relief  we  ash,  as  against  the 

Comptoir  cFEscotnpte,  inasmuch  as  the  bills  of  lading,  which  they 

held  could  not,  under  the  circumstances,  pass  any  property  in  the 

cotton  to-  Harhord  &  Co,^  through  whom  they  claim.     Then,  if 

we  are  not  entitled  to  the  cotton,  or  to  a  lieu  on  it,  Soktisier  v. 

MeKellar  (2)  is  a  distinct  authority  that  the  shipowners  are  liable 

for  the  wrongful  act  of  the  captain  in  signing  the  bills  of  lading 

without  the  production  of  the  mate's  receipts,  and  it  was  held  there 

that  the  property  in  the  goods  did  not  pass  by  the  bills  of  lading. 

We  do  not  dispute  the  authority  of  Liekbarroio  v.  Mason  (3),  but  it 

has  no  application. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J?.  B.  Borers,  for  tlie  Comptoir 
cTEsoompte : — 

Upon  the  evidence  we  say  that  the  ca])tain's  account  must  be 
taken  to  be  the  true  one ;  he  never  signed  any  bills  of  lading  for 
any  cotton  shipped  in  the  Alabama  without  seeing  the  mate*s 
receipts  for  it,  and  be  signed  the  bills  of  lading  at  Harbord  d  CoJt 
office.  But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  our  title  as  purchasers  for 
value,  without  notice  of  any  irregularity,  must  prevail.  In  Pease 
y.  Oloahee  (4)  it  was  decided  that  a  bill  of  lading,  though  the 
possession  of  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  if  indorsed  for  value  without 
notice  to  the  indorsee  of  the  fraud,  passes  the  property  in  the 
goods.  That  applies  to  the  present  case.  The  Plaintiffs  may 
rely  on  the  dietum  of  Lord  Campbell  in  Oumey  v.  Behrend  (5)  ; 
'^Although  the  shipper  may  have  indorsed  in  blank  a  bill  of 
lading  deliverable  to  his  assigns,  his  right  is  not  affected  by  an 

(1)  3  Man.  &  G.  614.  (3)  2  T.  R.  63 ;  6  East,  20. 

(2)  7  E.  &  B.  704,  (4)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  219.       . 

(5)  3  E.  &  B,  634, 
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appropriation  of  it  without  his  authority.  If  it  be  stolen  from 
fainiy  or  transferred  without  his  authority,  a  subsequent  bond  fide 
transferee  for  value  cannot  make  title  under  it  as  against  the  shipper 
of  the  goods.  The  bill  of  lading  only  represents  the  goods ;  and 
in  this  instance  the  transfer  of  the  symbol  does  not  operate  more 
than  a  transfer  of  what  is  represented ;"  but  that  dictum  only 
applies  to  the  case  of  a  fraud  committed  upon  the  shipper.  It 
does  not  apply  to  the  present  case^  where  a  fraud  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  by  the  shippers  themselves.  No  fraud  com- 
mitted by  Harbord  dt  Co.  upon  the  Plaintiffs,  with  whom  they  had 
entered  into  a  collateral  agreement,  can  affect  the  right  of  the 
lond  fide  headers  for  value  of  the  bills  of  lading.  Spalding  v. 
Binding  (1)  does  not  apply.  The  right  to  stop  in  transitu  is  the 
right  of  an  unpaid  vendor;  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  vendors,  but 
brokers.  In  Oomiyee  v.  Thompson  (2)  it  was  held  that  the 
retention  by  vendors  of  the  mate's  receipts  for  goods,  the  bills  of 
lading  haying  been  made  out  to  the  purchaser,  was  immaterial  in 
a  case  where  the  vendor  had  elected  to  be  paid  by  a  bill  of  ex- 
change. It  is  clear  that  the  present  Plaintiffs  intended  both  the 
property  and  the  possession  of  the  cotton  to  be  with  Harbord  & 
Co.  The  evidence  of  the  alleged  custom  is  insufficient,  even  if  such 
a  custom  could  have  any  validity. 

Mr.  Miller^  0.0.^  and  Mr.  E.  BeOtUmont,  for  the  shipowners : — 

There  is  no  case  agaii^  us.  Our  duty  was  only  to  h^nd  over 
the  cotton  to  the  person  entitled  to  it.  It  is  laid  down  in  Sehuder 
V.  MeKeUar  (3)  that  when  a  ship  is  chartered  (as  ours  was)  as  a 
general  ship,  the  master,  in  siting  bills  of  lading,  acts  as  the 
agent,  not  of  the  owner,  but  of  the  charterer.  On  the  evidence, 
the  captain's  account  of  what  he  did  must  be  believed.  But  even 
if  the  facts  were  as  the  Plaintiffs  allege,  they  have  no  right  against 
OS.  In  all  the  cases  cited  on  their  behalf  the  question  wad  whether 
the  Inll  of  lading  was  given  by  the  master  to  some  one  whom  he 
must  have  known 'not  to  be  the  true  owner  of  the  goods.  There  is 
no  magic  in  the  mate's  receipts,  and  here  the  bills  of  lading  were 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  receipts.  There  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  Plaintiffs  gave  any  notice  of  their  claim  to  the  captain 
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y.-G.  B.     before  he  signed  the  bills  of  lading.    The  Plaintiffs  have  acted  so 
1873        as  to  justify  the  master  in  signing  the  bills  of  lading  in  the  ord»- 


HATHMnra  nary  way. 

*         Mr.  jET.  Burton  Buckley,  for  the  ship's  agent. 

liAora 

v. 

ZEDxir.         Mr.  H.  A.  Oiffard,  for  the  trustees  in  bankruptcy  of  WiUiam 
Harlord. 

Mr.  EddiSy  in  reply : — 

As  to  stoppage  in  transUuy  the  Plaintiffs  were  really  in  the  posi- 
tion of  vendors  of  the  cotton.  But  the  doctrine  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  goes  beyond  the  simple  case  of  vendor  and  purchaser,  as 
appears  by  Lichbarrow  v.  Mason  (1)  and  the  cases  there  referred 
to.  Then  we  say  that  the  absolute  right  of  property  in  the  cotton 
did  not  pass  from  us  till  the  mate's  receipts  were  produced  to  the 
captain  and  the  bills  of  lading  were  signed  by  him.  This  event 
never  happened.  In  all  the  cases  cited  the  holder  of  the  mate's 
receipt  for  goods  was  recognised  as  entitled  to  the  psssession  till 
the  receipts  were  produced  and  the  bills  of  lading  signed*  A  bill 
of  lading  is  an  indicium  of  title,  but  it  cannot  of  itself  create  a 
title.  This  is  plainly  laid  down  in  Qumey  v.  Behrend  (2)  as  the  dis* 
tinction  between  a  bill  of  lading  and  a  bill  of  exchange.  In  Pease  v. 
Oloahee  (3)  the  bill  of  lading  had  conveyed  a  legal  title,  and  there 
was  an  equitable  title  superadded.  In  Cotoasjee  v.  Thompson  (4)  it 
was  said  that,  if  application  had  been  made  for  the  mate's  receipts^ 
they  must  have  been  handed  back.  If,  as  we  say,  no  property  in  the 
cotton  passed  to  Harbord  &  Co,  till  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  by  them  and  production  of  the  mate's  receipts,  then  the 
bills  of  lading,  which  were  executed  in  fraud,  can  give  no  title  even 
to  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice.  As  to  the  shipowners, 
they  are  responsible  for  the  fraud  or  negligence  of  their  captain. 
The  master  is  the  agent  of  the  charterers  only  within  the  limits  of 
the  charterparty.  Beyond  those  limits  he  remains  the  agent  of 
the  owner :  Schuster  v.  McKeJlar  (5). 

(1)  1  Sm.  L.  C.  4th  Ed.  595.  (3)  Law  Eep.  1  P.  C.  219. 

(2)  3  E.  &  B.  634;  (4)  5  Moo.  P.  C.  165. 

(5)  7  E.  &  B.  704. 
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8iB  Jambs  Bacon,  V.C.  : —  v,^.  b. 

This  case  is  very  important  if  the  several  topics  which  have        ^^^ 


been  urged  have  any  application  to  it,  or  ought  to  regulate  the  ;.Hathbbing 

decision.    But  in  my  opinion  it  can  be  disposed  of  upon  much      laing. 

shorter  grounds,  and  for  the  consideration  of  those  grounds  I  turn      j^q 

first  to  the  bill  itself,  and  I  there  find  that  the  course  of  business      „  *- 

Zedxv. 

between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  firm  of  Earbord  dk  Go.  is  thus        

described : — [His  Honour  read  paragraphs  2,  3,  and  4  of  the  bill.] 
That  is  the  course  of  trade  as  it  is  described,  and  that,  as  I  read, 
means  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  brokers  for  Earbord  <6  Go.,  and 
bought  on  behalf  of  Earbord  &  Oo,  the  cotton  now  in  question, 
which  they  had  a  right  to  retain  until  they  were  paid  their  charges 
as  brokers,  including  the  amount  they  had  laid  out  for  their  prin- 
cipals ;  and  that  that  relation  would  give  them  a  lien  is  beyond  all 
doubt ;  but  any  other  title  than  lien  is  not  pleaded,  and  cannot, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  exist.  If  the  value  of 
the  cotton,  after  the  Plaintiffs  had  bought  it  for  Earbord  &  Co,, 
had  increased,  no  matter  to  what  extient,  can  it  be  doubted  that 
Earbord  db  Go,^  upon  this  statement  of  the  course  of  business, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  the  increase  upon  paying  the  price 
contracted  for  ?  If  there  had  been  any  diminution  in  the  value, 
the  Plaintiffs  would  have  suffered  no  part  of  the  loss  occasioned  by 
that  diminution.  Brokers  they  were,  according  to  their  own  state- 
ment— brokers  with  a  lien ;  and  brokers  generally,  if  not  always, 
have  a  lien  upon  the  goods  which  they  purchase  for  their  princi* 
pals,  and  the  possession  of  which  they  retain.  Other  rights  than 
that  the  Flainti£Es  do  not  allege  that  they  have,  and  it  would  be 
inconsistent  with  every  fact  of  the  case  to  suppose  that  they  had 
ttiy  other  right  Whatever  their  possession  was,  their  right  being 
only  to  a  lien,  that  lien  was  discharged  as  to  the  possession  of  the 
bales  of  cotton  when  they  put  them  on  board  Earbord  dt  Co.^s 
ship.  There  is  no  question  about  stoppage  in  transitu.  They  were 
Earbord  &  Go!s  goods  from  the  beginning,  subject  to  their  paying 
the  price ;  they  were,  by  Earbord  &  Go's  agents,  the  brokers,  put 
on  board  Earbord  &  GoJs  ship,  and  a  receipt  was  taken  from  the 
mate  in  the  name  of  Earbord  &  Go.  The  bill  states  this  distinctly 
and  the  evidence  states  it  still  more  distinctly.  The  lighterman, 
coming  alongside  Earbord. &  Go's  ship,  delivered  the  goods  on 
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board  the  ship,  and  took  a  receipt  describing  the  things  which  had 
been  so  delivered  and  shipped,  and  stating  that  they  had  been  so 
delivered  on  account  of  Harhard  &  Co.    The  broker's  lien  was 
then  gone.    I  am  at  a  loss  to  see  that  the  PlaintifEs)  had  any  other 
lien  or  right,  or  that  they  can  by  any  perversion  of  terms  be  called 
vendors.     [His  Honour  then  read  the  above-stated  allegations  in 
the  bill  as  to  the  indorsement  of  the  mate's  receipts  by  Harhord  & 
Co^  and  the  handing  them  back,  when  so  indorsed,  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs' agent ;  and  also  referred  to  the  evidence  on  this  point,  and 
continued : — ]    Keither  the  bill  nor  the  evidence  states  when  that 
was  done,  and  the  time  when  it  was  done  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
point  of  vital  importance  in  this  case,  because  from  the  statements 
and  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
Plaintiffs  thought  the  mere  possession  of  the  receipts  was  nothing. 
The  possession  of  the  receipts  by  them  was  simply  an  act  of  agency, 
and  in  proper  course  the  receipts  ought  to  have  been  handed  to 
Sarlord  &  €0.,  and  so  the  Plaintiffs  evidently  thought.    They  felt 
that  they  had  parted  with  their  lien,  and  that  the  receipts  held  by 
them  were  good  for  nothing,  for  they  were  Sarhord  (&  CoJs  re- 
ceipts ;  and  therefore  they  procured  an  indorsement  to  be  made 
upon  them.    What  is  the  effect  of  that  indorsement?    It  is  a 
transfer  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  right  which  Harhord  dt  Co.  had  by 
virtue  of  the  delivery  of  the  mate's  receipts,  and  it  is  upon  that 
the  Plaintiffs  claim;  upon  that  the  whole  of  their  complaint  against 
the  present  Defendants  is  founded.    Nor  eould  they  fonni  their 
claim  otherwise,  for  in  every  one  of  the  cases  that  have  been  re- 
ferred to,  in  which  the  mate's  receipts  are  mentioned,  they  are 
mate's  receipts  taken  by  the  true  owner  of  the  property,  in  order 
th&t  his  right  to  and  possession  of  that  property  may  not  be  ques- 
tioned or  disturbed  by  the  fact  of  his  having  deposited  the  goods 
on  board  somebody  else's  ship.    All  that  the  captain  has  to  do  is 
to  satisfy  himself  that  the  receipt  expresses,  in  quantity  and  de- 
scription, the  goods  which  have  been  received  on  board  the  ship. 
Having  done  that  in  this  case,  he  has  discharged  his  duty ;  he  has 
given  bills  of  lading  which  are  vouchers — vouchers  which  prevent 
him  ftom  ever  thereafter  saying  that  he  did  not  receive  these  bales 
of  cotton.    That  is  the  extent  of  his  liability,  and  if  he  discharges 
himself  from  that  liability,  the  possession  of  the  mate's  receipts 
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by  somebody  else  than  Earlord  <&  Co.  does  not  signify  at  all,  and     v.o.  b. 
as  between  himself  and  Harhord  &  Co.  it  is  not  necessary  even  to       is78 
produce  the  receipts.    The  goods  were  delivered  on  board  as  Ear-   HArawrad 
lord  &  Co!b  goods ;  the  receipt  of  tbem  as  for  Edrhord  &  Go.  was      .  ^* 

acknowledged,  and  it  was  given  to  the  man  who  came  alongside,       

that  he  might  carry  it  to  whomever  it  belonged.    It  went  into         «. 
the  hands  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  it  wap  held  by  them  to  be  of  no      ^^^'  • 
earthly  use  to  them  nntil  they  got  a  transfer  by  indorsement  of 
Earlord  dt  CoJs  right. 

In  my  opinion  it  woald  «dd  greatly  to  the  perils  of  ooD^merce  if 
I  were  to  hold,  in  opposition  to  every  principle  which  regulates 
sooh  .transactions  in  this  Court,  that  by  that  title  ^hicK  tfap  Plain* 
tiffa  say  they  had  acquired  by  means  of  indorsements  of  which 
they  gava  no  notice  to  the  captain,  or  to  any  one,  until  after  it  was 
toojlale  for  the  captain  to  do<anything  for  them,  they  can-d^eat 
the  litle.of ;the  bank.  No  such  notice  having  been. given,  I  amof 
opinion  •  that  the  .Plaintiffs'  right  cannot  avail  against  the  rights 
which. tthe  bank,  acquired  through*  the  bills  of  lading..  .Spe  to 
what  misohief  it  ought  lead  if  I  were  to  decide  otherwise.  Wliat . 
difierenceis  there  .between  the  mate's,  receipts  and  any- other 
eh»ge  ifk.acUon^'XiT  any  chattel  or  book  debt?  .  A  policy wof  insor- 
fuioe,  for  instance,  may  be  well  assigned  in*  equity,  but  the  assign-, 
memt.is  of  no  avail  unless  notice  is  given  to  the  insurer,  who.  is  the 
person.ta  be  chai]ged.  The  captain  of  the  ship,  from. the  time  he 
receives  the  goods^is  chargeable  with  them*  If  he  has  no  notice 
that  any  other,  ownes  in  the.  world  exists  ^ but.  ibp  man  in  whose, 
naiae  ithe^  receipt  ba»«been  given,  wh^i/t  liability  does  lie  inciar,. 
when:lie  signs. iand  h^rnds  over  the  bills  Jot  lading. .ta.  that  man,/ 
other  thaui thai  which  he  would  incur  ]^y  paying,  a  debttto  the. 
person  who,  as  facias  he  is  concerned,  is  the  sole  creditor  ?  This  is 
the  nniv^ersal  principle,  and,- in  my  opinion,  .it :is  directly^applicafale. 
to  the  present  case.  If  I  thought  that  this. principle  required  any 
support,  it  could  ^not-  by  any>  possibility  derive  a  stronger  support 
than  from  the  facts  of  this,  case*  Here  ia  a*xsaptain  sailing  from/ 
the  port  of  London,  going  to  BoTribay  for  the  first  time,  knowing 
nothing  about  local  customs,  but  knowing  very  well  what  his  duty 
as  skipper  is.  He  is  for  fourteen  days  in  the  port  of  Bornbayj  half 
of  which  time  is  occupied  in  delivering  the  cargo  that  he  brought 


104 


EQUITY  OASES. 


[L.B. 


ir.-C.  B. 
1873 


HaTHESUi'G 
V. 

Laino. 


Lainq 

V, 
ZSDEN. 


there,  and  the  other  half  in  taking  in  the  new  cargo.  Daring 
that  time  he  signed  a  number  of  bills  of  lading.  The  PlaintifiEs 
were  assignees,  it  is  said,  by  indorsement  of  the  mate's  receipts. 
Surely,  for  the  common  protection  of  innocent  persons  in  mercan- 
tile transactions,  it  was  incumbent  upon  them  to  give  the  captain 
notice.  They  saw  him  sign  bills  of  lading  daily.  They  knew  he 
might  sign  a  bill  of  lading  at  any  time,  and  there  was  not  the 
slightest  intimation  or  notice  given  to  him  of  their  claim  until, 
according  to  their  own  statement,  the  13th  of  June. 

The  captain's  account  of  what  he  did  is  very  clear.  But  looking 
at  the  case  only  as  a  matter  of  law,  what  is  there  to  induce  me  to 
say  that,  even  after  the  transfer  of  Harlord  &  Co*8  rights  by  in- 
dorsement of  the  mate's  receipts,  no  notice  of  it  having  been  given 
to  the  captain,  he  was  in  the  sb'ghtest  degree  in  default  in  signing 
the  bills  of  lading  as  he  did  ?  [His  Honour  then  referred  to  the 
evidence  at  some  length,  and  said  that  he  should,  as  a  jury,  find  in 
favour  of  the  facts  as  stated  by  Captain  Bland  with  regard  to 
his  signature  of  the  bills  of  lading,  and  the  application^  to  him  to 
sign  a  second  set  of  bills  of  lading.  He  also  referred  to  the  evi- 
dence of  the  alleged  custom,  and  continued : — ]  It  is  possible  that 
some  such  pernicious  and  loose  habit  may  prevail  in  the  market  at 
Bombay  J  but  is  that  a  custom  I  can  adopt  ?  Is  it  a  local  custom 
you  can  fix  upon  a  captain  from  Stepney  who  saw  Bombay  for  the 
first  time  in  his  life  in  1870  ?  It  may  be  a  custom  between  the 
parties  concerned;  but  even  taking  it  in  the  terms  in  whidi 
the  witnesses  express  it,  there  is  not  a  word  about  indorsing  the 
mate's  receipts,  nor  any  suggestion  that  the  indorsement,  if  it  is 
of  any  use  at  all,  does  not  create  a  new  title,  of  which  title  notice 
must  be  given  to  the  captain.  Then  they  say  that  **  captains  or 
masters  of  ships  are  bound  to  have  the  mate's  receipts  returned  to 
them  before  they  sign  any  bill  of  lading  for  the  goods  mentioned 
in  such  mate's  receipts."  Why  should  I  adopt  that  ?  It  cannot 
be  true.  Suppose  a  mate's  receipt  to  be  lost,  are  the  goods  the 
captain's,  so  that  he  cannot  be  called  upon  to  sign  a  bill  of  lading  ? 
If  the  captain  satisfies  himself  by  his  own  eyes  and  his  own  hands 
that  the  goods  are  on  board,  then  the  mate's  receipts  become  to 
him  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference,  if  hecan  only  satisfy  himself 
whose  goods  they  are.    He  is  told  in  this  case,  and  he  knows,  that 
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they  are  the  goods  of  Earlord  dt  Co.,  and  therefore  he  signs  the  Y.-O.  B. 
bill  of  lading  in  their  £ftyour.  Then  they  say,  "  It  is  the  general  1878 
practice  in  Bombay  of  sach  of  the  European  firms  there  as  employ  hathb8zng 
brokers  to  buy  goods  in  the  name  of  their  brokers,  but  to  ship  the  i^q 
same  in  the  firm's  name,  the  brokers  meanwhile  retaining  the  — 
mate's  receipts  as  their  security  and  by  way  of  lien  on  the  goods  v. 
60  shipped  by  them."  The  custom  that  these  gentlemen  talk  !^^' 
about  cannot  override  the  plain  well-established  law,  which  is  that 
to  assert  a  lien  you  must  be  entitled  to  possession.  They  say 
again,  "  And  that  in  the  event  of  the  captains  or  masters  signing 
any  bill  or  bills  of  lading  for  such  goods  without  the  production 
and  delivery  to  them  of  the  mate's  receipts,  such  captains  or 
masters  are  bound,  on  production  of  such  mate's  receipts,  to  sign  a 
fresh  set  of  bills  of  lading,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  person 
producing  such  mate's  receipts,  and  that  the  goods  mentioned  in 
such  mate's  receipts  ought  to  be  delivered  to  the  persons  obtaining 
SQch  last-mentioned  bills  of  lading."  This  is  said  to  be  a  local 
custom  which  is  to  a£Eect  the  shipowners  at  Liverpool,  the  cap- 
tain from  Stepney,  and  the  bank  at  Paris  who  took  these  bills  of 
lading  as  a  good  security  for  the  money  they  advanced.  I 
cannot  pay  the  slightest  attention  to  what  is  alleged.  It  is  a 
custom  against  common  sense;  for  if  this  were  the  law,  what 
is  to  prevent  a  fraudulent  shipper  from  transferring  the  mate's 
receipts  after  he  had  got  the  bill  of  lading ;  and,  indeed,  I  have 
no  evidence  here  that  this  indorsement  was  not  made  after 
the  bill  of  lading  was  signed.  Frauds  to  any  extent  might  be 
committed.  The  only  protection  against  this  is,  that  in  the  interval 
between  the  signing  the  mate's  receipts  and  the  period  when  the 
bill  of  lading  is  asked  for  there  shall  be  some  notice  given  to  the 
captain  to  make  him  hold  his  hand  before  he  signs  the  bill  of 
lading,  li  that  had  been  done  in  this  case,  there  would  have  been 
no  such  difficulty  as  has  arisen.  If  the  title  set  up  could  prevail 
without  any  such  notice,  it  would  expose  the  captain,  the  shipowners, 
and  the  whole  commercial  world  to  any  fraud  that  dishonest  people 
might  think  fit  to  practise.  I  think,  upon  the  evidence,  I  must  adopt 
what  Captain  Bland  says  as  the  true  version  of  what  took  place. 
Having  taken  Sarlord  &  Co.*8  cotton  on  board  his  vessel,  for  which 
a  receipt  was  given  to  them,  he  did  not,  as  he  says,  sign  the  bill 
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Y.-C.  B.  of  lading  without  seeing  the  receipt.    Bat  if  he  had  signed  it 

1873  without  seeing  the  receipt,  I  think  he  would  'hare  been  perfectly 

HATBE8IH6  justifled  iu  doing  so,  and  nobody  wouldhaye  any  right  to  complain. 

Lauco  Well,  if  that  be  so — if  that  is  the  law  and  condosion'  to  be  drawn 

from  the  facts — what  case  have  the  Plainti£b;a8  far  as  the  Comphir 

liADIG 

«.         SEscorrvple  are  concerned?    In  the  most  ordinary  course  of  trade 

*      they  bought  these  bills  of  lading  without  notice  of  any  prior  title, 

and  I  can  see  notidng  which  can  at  all  a&ct  the  validity  of  the 
security  in  their  hands. 

But  then  comes  the  case  of  the  shipowners,  and  they  Are  sought 
to  be  made  liable  on  the  authority  of  Schuster  v.  McKMaar  (JL). 
That  case  does  not  furnish  the  slightest)  foundation  for  any  sueh 
contention.  In  Schuster  y.  MoKdlar  the  shipowner'  had  given 
directions  to  the  captain  to  do  what  he  did  in.  storing  the  goods  at 
OaletUta,  and  it  was  in  consequence  of  his  unjust  interferencethat 
he  was  held  liable.  The  question  was  put  to  tlie  jury,  audit  was 
found  by  the  jury  against  the  owner,  and  the  JudgeSi^were  of 
opinion  that  it  was  properly  so  found,  and  they  saw  no  reason  to  dia- 
turb  the  verdict,  it  being  a  question  of  faot^  and  ther  la<^  applicable 
to  it  being  the  result  of  the  facts.  But  that  has  no  kind  of  a^^lica* 
tion  to  the  present  case.  In  that  case  theionly  question  thai  was 
considered  was,  whether  Schuster,  who  had  shipped  the  goods,,  was  the 
real  owner  of  tbeow  He  had  bought  them,  and  paid^for  them,  and. 
warehoused  them,  and  he  agreed  to  sell  them  agaim  to  Coke  BraAen. 
Then,  having  sent  the  goods  on  board  the  particular  ship,  and 
having  taken  a  mate's  receipt,  which  was  an  acknowledgment  that 
the  goods  were  his,  and  that  the  skipper  held  them  for  him,  he 
was  afterwards  induced  to  part  with  the. receipt  for  a  short  time. 
Then  lie  got  it  back  again,  but  Ccles  Brothers,  persuaded  the 
captain  to  sign  the  bill  of  lading  for  them.  He  had  :no  more^xig^ 
than  I  to  assign  or  give  away  another  man's ipropertjr.  ■  But^.in  all 
the  cases  that  Mr.  Eddis  referred  to,  the*  validity  of  the  mate's 
receipts  was  only  in  question,  because  they  were. title  deeds  held 
by. the  owner  of  the  goods.  Here  the  Plaint i&  never  were  the 
owners  of  the  goods  in  the  true  sense ;  they  ware  not  their  goods ; 
the  Plaintiffs  were  not  cotton  merchants,  bat  cotton  brokers. 
They  had  a  right  to  retain  the  goo  Is  until  they  were  paid  their 

(1)  7  E.  &  B.  704. 
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puichase-money,  but  they  parted  with  this  right  and  exchanged 
it,  and  they  shew  that  they  themselves  knew  they  had  exchanged 
it,  because,  having  Earlord db  Go's  mate's  receipts  in  their  hands, 
tbey  tried  to  perfect  their  title  by  getting  Harhord  &  Co.  to  indorse 
the  receipts  on  them. 

Now  I  have  already  observed  that  the  time  when  that  transac- 
tion took  place  is  of  most  vital  importance.  The  Plaintiffs  have 
brought  their  case  into  Court  without  saying  when  that  took 
place,  and  that  it  might  take  place  after  the  bills  of  lading  were 
signed  is  perfectly  clear,  and  thereby  a  very  gross  fraud  might  be 
committed  if  I  yielded  to  the  claim  which  the  Flainti&  have 
made.  In  my  opinion  there  is  no  ground  whatever  upon  which 
the  suit  can  be  sustained,  either  against  the  Camptair  d'Escompte 
or  the  owners  of  the  ship.  The  other  parties  who  appear  are 
merely  ornamental  parties.  I  must  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs 
against  them,  as  well  as  against  the  shipowners  and  the  Comptoir 
JCEseompte.    The  fund  in  Court  must  be  paid  to  the  bank. 
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LAING  V.  ZEDEX. 
IHIS  suit  was  then  heard. 


Mr.  Miller^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Beaumont,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

This  is  really,  though  not  in  form,  an  interpleader  suit,  and 
according  to  Nehon  v.  Barter  (1)  we  are  entitled  to  our  costs  of 
suit  We  were  in  this  position,  that  we  must  either  commit  a 
breach  of  the  injunction  in  the  first  suit,  or  be  exposed  to  a  verdict 
against  us  in  the  action.  The  Court  of  Law  would  not  treat  the 
injanction  as  any  defence  to  the  action.  We  were  compelled  to 
file  this  bill,  as  we  could  not  before  decree  obtain  any  relief  against 
our  co-Defendants  in  the  other  suit.  We  offered  the  Comptoir 
d^Escompie  to  allow  them  to  move  in  our  names  to  dissolve  the 
injunction  in  the  first  suit,  bnt  they  did  not  accept  our  offer.  We 
ought  to  have  our  costs  of  the  second  suit*  out  of  the  fund  in 
Court. 

(1)  2  H.  &  M.  334. 


108  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

V.-0.  B.         Mr.    Eay,    Q.C.,   and   Mr.  B.  B.   Sogers,  for  the    Comptoir 
1873        cPEscompte: — 

Hathesiko  Nelson  v.  Barter  (1)  shews  that  the  proper  course  of  the  ship- 

1^0.  ovmers  was  to  file  an  interpleader  bill,  which  this  is  not.     They 

£^^  ought  to  have  made  the  Plaintifis  in  the  first  suit  parties  to  the 

„  «•  second  suit,  and  then  the  Court  would  have  ordered  those  Plain- 

Zeden. 

tifis,  who  were  in  the  wrong,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  second  suit. 

The  costs  ought  not  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  which  is  now 
decided  to  be  ours.  Moreover,  this  is  not  a  case  for  interpleader 
at  alL  Our  right  was  contested  by  an  outside  and  entirely 
wrongful  claim.  The  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs  as 
against  us^  and  we  are  entitled  to  an  inquiry  as  to  damages  under 
the  undertaking  of  the  FlaintifiEs. 

Mr.  H.  Burton  BucTcley,  for  Zeden, 

Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

I  can  do  nothing  in  Ealhesing  v.  Laing  now,  because  the  decree 
is  made,  and  this  subject  was  not  mentioned  when  that  was  argued. 
I  cannot  recall  my  decree  even  if  Mr.  Eddis  were  present,  because 
he  would  object  to  my  doing  so.  I  cannot,  therefore,  take  that  as 
an  argument  in  disposing  of  the  costs.  I  have  not  heard  a  reason 
why  the  action  was  brought. 

Mr.  Eay : — We  were  not  parties  to  the  suit  then. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C. : — I  do  not  think  that  you  ought  to 
have  put  them  to  any  such  trouble,  because  there  was  after  the 
amendment  a  suit  properly  constituted,  in  which  every  qaestion 
could  have  been  decided.  I  think,  therefore,  the  Plainti&  in  the 
second  suit  must  have  their  costs  out  of  the  fund. 

Solicitor  for  the  Brokers :  Mr.  E.  M.  Hore. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bank :  Messrs.  Lyne  &  Soiman. 
Solicitors  for  the  Shipowners :  Messrs.  Lawless,  Nelson,  d  Janes. 

(1)  2  H.  &  M.  334. 


VOL.  X7IL]  EQUITY  CASEa  109 


Ex  parte  SHELLARD.    In  re  ADAMS.  0.  J.  B. 

1070 

Stamp  Act,  1870  (33  <fe  34  Vict.  c.  97),  m.  16,  48,  54— J8tK  of  Exchanges-Order        S!Z 
for  Payment  of  Money — EquUdble  Assignment—Stamp — Evidence — AdmiS"      Nov,  29*. 
stbility. 

Before  the  oommencement  of  their  liquidation  two  debtors  had  given  to 
one  of  their  creditors  a  letter  addressed  to  a  company  for  whom  they  were 
executing  a  contract,  requesting  the  company  to  pay  to  the  creditor  £200  *'  out 
of  moneys  payable  to  us  on  the  completion  of  our  contract*  This  letter  was 
delivered  to  the  company,  but  it  was  never  stamped.  The  trustee  under  the 
liquidation  applied  to  the  County  Court  for  an  order  declaring  the  letter  void 
as  against  him.  The  letter  was  produced  by  a  witness  who  was  examined 
ex  parte  in  support  of  the  application,  and  was  marked  as  an  exhibit.  It  was 
not  produced  upon  the  hearing  of  the  application  by  the  Judge : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Ck>unty  Court  Judge),  that  the  letter 
was  inadmissible  in  evidence  as  being  an  unstamped  bill  of  exchange,  and  not 
an  equitable  assignment : 

HeldffAao^  that  the  creditor  who  claimed  nnder  the  letter  could  not  succeed 
by  means  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  trustee,  without  production  of  the 
letter. 

The  letter  was  therefore  declared  void  as  against  the  trustee. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Bristol 
Comity  Court. 

Messrs.  Adams  &  Kirby  were  contractors.  In  August,  1872, 
they  were  engaged  in  carrying  out  a  contract  for  the  erection  of 
some  buildings  for  the  Bristol  United  Oaslighi  Company^  upon  the 
completion  of  which  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  from 
the  Oas  Company  a  considerable  sum  of  money.  At  this  time 
Adams  &  Kirby  owed  Mr.  Joseph  SheUard,  a  lime  merchant,  some 
money  for  lime  which  he  had  supplied  to  them,  and  at  his  request 
they,  on  the  24th  of  August,  1872,  gave  him  the  following  written 
order  upon  the  Gas  Company : — 

"  Bristol,  Aug.  24, 1872. 

*'To  the  Directors  of  the  Bristol  United  Oadight  Company, 

"Gentlemen, — We  shall  be  obliged  by  your  paying  to  Mr. 
Jo8eph  Shellardf  of  Keynsham,  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds,  out 
of  moneys  payable  to  us  on  the  completion  of  our  contract  for 
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0.  J.  B.  certain  buildings  now  being  built  by  us  for  your  company  at  Canons 

1873  Marshy  and  his  receipt  shall  be  a  discharge  of  the  same. 
m^He  "  We  are,  Gentlemen, 

Shellakd.  «  Your  obedient  servants, 

^^^  (Signed)        "  Adams  &  Kirhy.'^ 

This  document  was  never  stamped.  It  was  taken  f o  the  Gas 
Company  by  SheUard^  who  asked  the  secretary  whether  it  would 
make  him  safe ;  in  reply  to  which  the  secretary  said  that  he  would 
take  the  notice,  but  would  promise  nothing,  and  that  Shellard 
must  take  his  chance.  On  the  18th  of  November,  1872,  Adams  dt 
£iV5y  filed  a  liquidation  petition,  and  on  the  19th  of  December 
their  creditors  resolved  upon  a  liquidation  by  arrangement,  and 
appointed  a  trustee.  Hhellard  afterwards  claimed  to  be  paid  his 
£200  out  of  the  moneys  due  to  the  debtors  by  the  Oas  Compantf^ 
and  this  claim  was  resisted  by  the  trustee.  The  trustee  applied  to 
the  Judge  for  an  order  declaring  the  letter  of  the  24th  of  August, 
1872,  void  as  against  him,  and  in  support  of  this  application  he 
adduced  as  evidence  a  deposition  of  Mr.  Box^  the  solicitor  to  the 
Oas  Company,  which  had  been  previously  taken  ex  parte  on  behalf 
of  the  trustee. 

The  letter  of  the  24th  of  August,  1872,  was  produced  by  Mr.  Box 
on  his  examination,  and  was  marked  as  an  exhibit.  Upon  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  by  the  Judge,  the  counsel  for  the  trustee 
took  the  objection  that  the  letter  of  the  24th  of  August,  1872,  was 
not  admissible  in  evidence,  as  being  a  bill  of  exchange  not  stamped 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Stamp  Ad.  Mr.  SheBarcTs 
counsel  contended  that  the  letter  operated  as  an  equitable  assign- 
ment, and  required  a  stamp  as  8u6h,  and  offered  to  pay  the  proper 
stamp  duty  and  the  penalty.  The  letter  itself  was  not  produced 
at  the  hearing.  The  Judge  held  the  objection  good,  and  declared 
the  order  to  pay  void  as  against  the  trustee.  3Ir.  Shdlard 
appealed* 

Mr.  Winslow,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  letter  does  not  operate  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  but  as  an 
equitable  assignment  of  part  of  the  debt  due  from  the  Oas  Company, 
and  it  might,  therefore,  have  been  used  in  evidence  on  payment 
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of  the  proper  stamp  duty  and  penalty :  Biploch  v.  Eammond  (1) ; 
M'Oawan  v.  Smith  (2);  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  16.  The  proper 
doty  and  penalty  were  tendered  at  the  hearing.  But  if  the  letter 
did  operate  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should 
have  been  produced  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  for  the  trustee 
had  himself  already  proved  it  by  his  evidence,  and  we  were  entitled 
to  rely  on  this.  It  is  the  same  thing  as  if  we  had  applied  to 
enforce  payment^  and  the  trustee  had  admitted  the  signature  and 
delivery  of  the  letter;  we  need  not  then  have  produced  it: 
MQowan  v.  Smith,  If  the  letter  was  a  bill  of  exchange  within 
the  meaning  of  sect.  48  of  the  Act,  it  is  so  as  being  an  order  for 
payment  of  money  on  demand.  It  therefore  only  requires  a  penny 
stamp,  and  may,  by  sect.  54  of  the  Act,  be  stamped  on  presentation 
for  payment. 

Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  trustee  :— 

Diphek  v.  Hammond  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 
The  ratio  decidendi  there  was  the  distinction  between  an  order  to 
pay  out  of  a  fund  and  an  assignment  of  the  whole  fund.  Under 
the  old  Stamp  Acts,  orders  to  pay  like  the  one  now  relied  upon 
were  held  liable  to  be  stamped  as  bills  of  exchange:  Buff  v. 
WM  (3) ;  Butts  v.  Swann  (4)  ;  Emly  v.  CoUins  (5) ;  Firbank  v. 
Bell  (6) ;  Parsons  v.  Middleton  (7).  The  present  Act  is  more  in 
our  favour.  This  document  comes  within  the  definition  of  a'  bill 
of  exchange  contained  in  sect.  48  of  the  Act^  and  that  being  so, 
sect.  54  says  that  as, it  is  unstamped  the  Eespondent  is  not  entitled 
to  make  it  available  for  any  purpose  whatever.  At  any  rate,  the 
document  was  not  in  the  Bespondent's  possession,  and  he  could 
not  produce  it  to  be  stamped. 

Mr.  Window,  in  reply : — 

In  Diploek  v.  Eammond  the  Lords  Justices  did  nut  base  their 
decision  on  the  fact  that  there  had  been  an  assignment  of  the 
whole  fund.    In  MeOowan  v.  Smith  there  was  only  an  order  to  pay 

(1)  2  Sm.  &  Giff.  141 ;  5  D.  M.  &  G.  (4)  2  Bred.  &  B.  78. 

320.  (5)  6  M.  &  S.  144. 


jO.  J.  B. 

1873 


Ex  parte 
Shellard. 

In  re 

ADA»8. 


(2)  26  L.  J.  (Ch.)  8. 

(3)  1  Esp.  129. 


(6)  1  n.  &  A.  36. 

(7)  6  Hnre,  261. 
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a  J.  B.     out  of  a  fund.    The  letter  in  the  present  case  is  clearly  not  a  bill 
1873       of  exchange  by  the  law  merchant ;  it  can  only  be  so,  if  at  all,  by 
Ex  parte     virtue  of  the  Stamp  Act. 

Shbllabd. 
Adams.       SiB  JaMES  BaCON,  C.J. : — 

The  distinction  between  assignments  and  bills  of  exchange  or 
orders  to  pay  is  one  which  has  been  knovm  for  many  years,  and  has 
been  frequently  the  subject  of  decision.  Diplock  v.  Hammond  (1) 
was  a  case  in  which  a  document  was  held  to  be  an  assignment  of 
the  whole  of  a  fund.  The  Court  declined  to  force  the  construction 
by  holding  that  it  was  only  a  bill  of  exchange.  I  have  no  in- 
clination to  dispute  that  decision,  but  in  my  opinion  it  does  not 
govern  the  present  case.  The  present  is  a  pure  case  of  an  order 
for  payment  of  money  out  of  a  particular  fund  at  some  future  day 
not  then  fixed.  It  is  liable  to  be  stamped  as  a  bill  of  exchange, 
or  an  order  for  payment  not  strictly  a  bill  of  exchange,  but 
one  within  the  meaning  of  the  Stamp  Act.  It  has  no  stamp,  and 
the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  could  not  do  otherwise  than  he 
didf  viz.,  declare  that  it  had  no  validity.  When  it  is  said  that 
the  trustee  has  himself  furnished  the  requisite  evidence,  and 
that  he  has  brought  the  document  into  Court  and  proved  it,  it 
is  impossible  for  me  to  attend  to  that  argument  with  any  serious- 
ness. He  brought  it  into  Court  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
decision  of  the  Court  that  it  was  worthless,  and  he  succeeded  in 
that  contention.  That  it  would  be  directly  against  the  policy  of 
the  Stamp  Act  to  hold  this  document  valid,  nobody  can  for  a 
moment  doubt  who  has  attended  either  to  the  statute  or  to  the  law 
which  was  in  existence  long  before  either  of  the  Stamp  Acts  was 
passed.  In  my  opinion  the  handing  of  this  paper  to  the  Gas  Cam- 
pany,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  dealt  with  by  them,  the 
intimation  by  them  that  they  could  pay  no  regard  to  it,  and  that 
the  pei'son  who  delivered  it  must  take  his  chance — all  those  circum- 
stances shew  that  the  Appellant  was  apprised  from  the  first  that  the 
company  did  not  recognise  his  claim.  So  that  to  say  there  has  been 
an  acceptance  of  the  order,  as  there  was  in  MOovxtn  v.  Smith  (2), 
is  wholly  out  of  the  question  here.    Upon  the  evidence  which  the 

(1)  2  Sm.  &  GifiF.  141 ;  5  D.  M.  &  G.  320.  (2)  26  L.  J.  (Ch.)  8. 
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Appellant  has  addaced  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  document  was 
meant  to  be,  as  in  fact  it  is,  an  order  for  payment  of  monej^  and 
that  it  is  of  no  validity,  because  it  wants  the  stamp  which  the  law 
requires.    The  appeal  fails,  and  it  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant:  Messrs.  Gregory,  RowcUffeSy  & 
Bawkj  agents  for  Messrs.  Benson  &  Thomas^  Bristol. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Walter,  Moojen^  <&  Son,  agents 
for  Mr.  H,  H.  BeeJcinffham,  Bristol. 


O.J.  B. 

1873 

Ex  parte 
Shellabd. 

In  re 

AnA318. 


Ex  parte  BARRY. .  In  re  FOX. 

i)rder  and  DwposUUm — Chase  in  Action — Shares  not  standing  in  Bankrupt* s 
Name,  hut  in  which  he  has  an  Equitable  Interest — Bankruptcy  Act,  1869 
(32  dk  33  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  15,  suh-s,  5. 

A  bankrupt,  before  his  bankruptcy,  agreed  to  give,  as  security  for  a  debt 
^bicb  he  owed,  his  interest  in  some  shares  in  a  joint  stock  company  which 
were  already  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage.  At  the  commencement  of  the 
bankruptcy  the  shares  were  registered  in  the  name  of  the  first  mortgagee. 
It  was  not  satisfactorily  proved  that  notice  of  the  second  mortgage  had  been 
given  to  the  first  mortgagee : — 

Beid,  that  the  bankrupt's  interest  in  the  shares  at  the  time  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy was  a  chose  in  action,  and  was  therefore  not,  under  sect.  15  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  in  the  order  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  and 
consequently  that,  subject  to  the  first  mortgage,  the  second  mortgagee  was 
entitled  to  the  shares  to  secure  his  debt. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Registrar  of  the 
Bangor  County  Courts  sitting  as  deputy  Judge. 

In  September,  1868,  Andrew  Barry  gave  to  Edward  Fox  £1690 
to  pay  for  some  shares  which  he  instructed  him  to  purchase. 
Foos  did  not  procure  the  shares,  nor  did  he  repay  the  money  to 
Barry.  He  told  Barry  that  he  had  1671  preference  shares  of  the 
Cwk  and  Bandon  Railway  Company  which  were  pledged  to  the 
Bank  of  Ireland  to  secure  the  repayment  of  a  debt  due  by  Fox  to 
the  bank,  and  that,  subject  to  the  claim  of  the  bank,  he  (Fox) 
'would  hold  the  1671  shares  in  trust  for  Barry  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment to  him  of  the  £1690.    In  May,  1869,  Bari^  made  a  further 

advance  of  £400  to  Fox,  to  prevent  the  shares  being  sold  by  the 
You  XVir.  /  2 


C.  J.  B. 

1873 
Nov.  29. 
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o.  J.  B.  bank,  and  another  similar  advance  of  £95  was  made  by  Barry 

1873  in  July,  1870.    On  the  20th  of  April  1870,  Fox  wrote  a  letter 

Exparie  to  Barry ^  in  which,  after  spedfying  the  Cork  and  Bandon  shares, 

Bakby.  Jj^  g^j^ .    a  J  jj^j^  ^jj^  above  securities  of  the  Chrh  and  Banion 

Fox.        Company  for  your  account  and  at  your  disposal,  subject  to  the 
'  payment  of  undermentioned  loans,"  which  were  the  loans  from 

the  Bank  of  Ireland.  On  the  5th  of  November,  1872,  Fox  filed 
a  liquidation  petition.  At  this  time  the  1671  shares  were  regis- 
tered in  the  names  of  two  ofiScers  of  the  Bank  of  Irdand  as 
their  nominees.  The  shares  had  never  been  registered  in  Fox$ 
name.  There  was  no  evidence  which  satisfactorily  proved  that 
Barry  had  given  notice  to  the  bank  of  his  charge  before  the 
commencement  of  the  liquidation.  Barry  applied  to  the  County 
Court  for  an  order  declaring  that,  subject  to  the  debt  due  to  the 
bank,  the  1671  shares  were  j5arry*«  property  as  against  the  trustee 
under  the  liquidation.  The  Begistrar  dismissed  ihe  applicatioo 
with  costs.    Barry  appealed. 

Mr.  J.  Walton,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  bankrupt's  interest  in  the  shares  was  only  a  chose  in 
a^ion,  and  therefore  not  within  the  order  and  disposition  clause 
(sect  15)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869.  Ex  parte  Union  Bank  of 
Manchester  (1)  is  quite  a  different  case,  for  there  the  shares  were 
registered  in  the  bankrupt's  name.  Moreover,  the  bankrupt  was 
only  a  trustee  of  his  equitable  interest  in  the  shares,  for  Barry ; 
he  had  executed  a  declaration  of  trust.  He  was  not  the  reputed, 
but  the  real  ovmer :  In  re  Bankhead  (2) ;  Ex  parte  Qeaves  (3). 
As  to  the  question  of  notice,  the  onus, is  on  the  trustee  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  given :  Ex  parte  Stevens  (4). 

Mr.  Johnson  (solicitor)  for  the  trustee,  submitted  to  any  order 
the  Court  might  think  right  to  make. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — 

The  bankrupt's  interest  in  these  shares  was  a  ehose  in  adkny 
and  nothing  more ;  the  bank  were  the  legal  owners.    I  am  also  of 

(1)  Law  Rep.  12  Eq.  354.  (3)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  291. 

(2)  2  K.  &  J.  560.  (4)  4  Dea.  &  Ch.  H7. 
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opinion  that  the  bankrupt  was  a  trustee  of  his  interest  in  the  C.J. B. 

shares  for  Mr.  Barry,    The  Begistrar's  order  is  wrong,  and  Mr.  1873 

Barry  is  entitled,  subject  to  the  prior  claim  of  the  bank,  to  a  Expose 

security  upon  the  shares  for  the  amount  which  he  claims,  and  ®^^y- 

which  appears  not  to  be  in  dispute.  y^l. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Vizard  &  Co.,  agents  for 
Mr.  J.  /.  Yaiea,  Liverpool^ 
Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Johnson  dt  Coote. 


m  parte  BOLLAND.    In  re  CLINT.  C.  J.  B. 

Marriage  Settlement — Validity — Covenant  hy  Husband  to  settle  all  Properly  ^j73 
which  he  shaU  acquire  during  the  Coverture — Subsequent  Bankruptcy  of  j^^^  g 
Sdtlor^Bankruptaj  Act,  1869  (32  <fe  33  Vict.  c.  71),  5.  91. .  ' 

A  trader,  in  April,  1868,  execated  a  Bettlement  upon  liU  marriage,  by 
which  he  settled  certain  specific  chattels  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife 
and  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  settlement  also  contained  a  covenant  by 
the  settlor  with  the  trustees  that  all  future  real  or  personal  estate  which  he 
should  at  any  time  during  the  coverture  be  possessed  of^  or  entitled  to,  or 
should  otherwise  acquire  by  devolution,  gift,  devise,  bequest,  purchase,  ac- 
cumulation, or  otherwise  howsoever,  should  be  conveyed  and  assigned  to  the 
trustees  upon  the  trusts  thereby  declared.  In  1870  the  settlor  bought  some 
shares  in  a  joint  stock  company.  In  February,  1873,  he  was  adjudicated  a 
bankrupt.  At  this  time  the  shares  were  still  standing  in  his  name,  but  the 
'  certificates  were  in  the  possession  of  his  wife's  father,  and  they  were  after- 
wards delivered  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement.  It  was  shewn  that  the 
settlor  was  solvent  at  the  date  of  the  settlement : — 

Held^  that  the  covenant  was  void  as  against  the  creditors,  and  that  the 
trustee  under  the  bankruptcy  was  entitled  to  the  shares. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Liverpool 
County  Court. 

Benry  Clint  was  a  sailmaker  and  shipowner  at  Birkenhead.  On 
the  8th  of  April,  1868,  he  married  Miss  Demey.  On  the  7th  of 
April,  in  contemplation  of  this  marriage,  a  settlement  was  executed 
between  Clint  of  the  first  part  (described  as  a  sailmaker  and  ship- 
owner), Miss  Demey  of  the  second  part,  and  two  trustees  of  the 
third  part.    This  deed  recited  the  agreement  for  the  marriage : 

that  Clint  had  effected  an  insurance  on  his  life  by  a  policy  for 
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Gi  J«  B< 
1873 


Ex  parte 
Boll  AND. 

In  re 

Cunt. 


£1000,  and  that  he  was  also  possessed  of  the  household  furniture, 
plate,  linen,  china,  and  effects  mentioned  in  the  schedule;  and 
that,  upon  the  treaty  for  the  marriage,  it  had  been  agreed  that  the 
policy  and  the  moneys  to  become  due  and  payable  in  respect 
thereof,  and  also  the  said  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china, 
and  effects,  should  be  assigned  to  the  trustees,  '*  And  also  that  all 
and  singular  the  real  and  personal  estate  to  which  the  said  Henry 
Clint  shall  at  any  time  or  times  during  the  said  intended  coye^ 
ture  become  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled,  should  be  released, 
transferred  to,  or  vested  in"  the  trustees,  "upon  and  for  the 
several  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes  hereinafter  expressed  and  de- 
clared of  and  concerning  the  same."  The  deed  then  contained 
an  assignment  to  the  trustees  of  the  policy  and  policy  moneys, 
and  the  furniture  and  other  goods  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  to 
hold  the  same  on  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared. 

The  deed  then  contained  a  covenant  by  Clint  with  the  trustees, 
*'  that  all  future  real  or  personal  estate,  which  the  said  Henry  Clint 
shall  at  any  time  during  the  said  intended  coverture  be  possessed 
of  or  entitled  to,  or  shall  otherwise  acquire  by  devolution,  gift, 
devise,  bequest,  purchase,  accumulation,  or  otherwise  howsoever, 
shall  be  conveyed,  assured,  and  assigned  "  unto  the  trustees  for  the 
time  being  "  upon  the  trusts  hereby  declared."  It  was  then  de- 
clared that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the  policy,  house- 
hold furniture,  plate,  ]inen,  china,  and  effects  and  premises  in 
trust  for  Clint  until  the  intended  marriage  should  be  solemnized, 
.and  after  the  solemnization  thereof  upon  trust  as  to  the  household 
furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  effects,  and  premises  specified  in 
the  schedule,  to  permit  the  intended  wife  to  occupy,  possess,  and 
enjoy  the  same  premises  for  her  life,  or  until  she  should  marry 
again,  for  her  separate  use,  and  in  case  Clint  should  survive  her, 
then  upon  trust  for  him  during  his  life,  and,  after  the  death  of  the 
survivor  or  the  second  marriage  of  the  wife,  on  trust  for  the  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage  in  equal  shares  at  twenty-one  or  marriage, 
and  if  no  children  who  should  attain  a  vested  interest,  on  trust  for 
the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife  absolutely.  It  was  also 
declared  that  the  trustees  should  hold  the  policy  moneys  upon 
trust  to  invest  the  same,  and  to  pay  the  income  to  the  wife  for  her 
life  or  until  she  should  marry  again,  for  her  separate  use  without 
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power  of  anticipation^  and  after  her  death  or  second  marriage  to      C.  J.  B. 
hold  the  trust  moneys  upon  the  same  trusts  as  before  mentioned        i873 
with  regard  to  the  furniture,   plate,  linen,  china,  effects,  and      m^rte 
premises  named  in  the  schedule.  Bolland. 

Id  February,  1873,  Clini^  who  had  been  carrying  on  business  in       clint. 
partnership,  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt. 

On  the  2nd  of  April,  1870,  Clint  had  purchased  twenty-five  shares 
in  the  Lancaster  Shiporvnera  Company ^  which  were  registered  in  his 
name.  At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  these  shares  remained 
registered  in  the  bankrupt's  name,  but  the  certificates  of  them 
were  in  the  possession  of  his  wife's  father.  They  were  afterwards 
deliyered  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement.  The  trustee  under 
the  bankruptcy  claimed  the  shares,  and  applied  to  the  Court  for 
an  order  that  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  should  deliTer  the 
certificates  to  him,  and  for  a  declaration  that  the  shares  belonged 
to  the  trustee  under  the  bankruptcy  as  part  of  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt. 

The  bankrupt's  wife  deposed  that  she  remembered  his  telling 
her  about  two  years  after  her  marriage  that  he  had  bought  some 
shares  for  her  in  the  Lancaster  Shipowners  Companij,  and  that 
they  would  belong  to  her  and  her  children.  The  bankrupt  de- 
posed that  he  bought  the  shares  with  the  intention  that  they 
should  be  part  of  bis  settlement  property,  and  that  he  told  one  of 
the  trustees  so  the  day  he  bought  them.  This  was  confirmed  by 
the  trustee.  There  was  evidence  that  the  bankrupt  was  solvent 
when  he  executed  the  settlement  The  Judge  was  of  opinion  that 
the  settlement,  having  been  executed  in  consideration  of  marriage 
at  a  time  when  the  settlor  was  solvent,  was  good  as  against  the 
creditors,  and  refused  the  application.     The  trustee  appealed. 

Mr.  LitUe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Biffham,  for  the  Appellant : — 

We  admit  that  the  bankrupt  was  solvent  at  the  date  of  the 
settlement ;  but  we  say,  firsts  that  the  obligation  to  settle  all  pro- 
perty afterwards  acquired  during  the  coverture  is  not  sufficiently  ex- 
pressed in  the  settlement.  The  covenant  is  more  extensive  in  its 
language  than  the  recital  of  the  intention  ;  and  though  there  are 
trusts  declared  of  the  policy  and  the  fumiturci  no  trusts  are  de- 
clared of  the  property  included  in  the  covenant.    Secondly :  Such 
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a  contract  by  a  trader,  whether  he  was  solrent  or  insolyent  at  the 
date  of  it,  is  a  fraud  upon  his  creditors,  both  under  the  statute  of 
EUzcLbeth  and  under  the  bankruptcy  statutes.  The  settlement 
describes  the  settlor  as  a  trader,  and  its  object  was  to  enable  him 
to  carry  on  his  trade  and  at  the  same  time  to  withdraw  from  liis 
creditors  all  the  property  which  he  might  afterwards  acquire 
during  the  oorerture. 
They  were  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Sutler,  for  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment : — 

Future  creditors  have  no  vested  right  in  future  property  of  their 
debtor.  Such  a  covenant  as  this  has  been  supported  in  former 
cases  against  an  assignee  in  insolvency,  even  when  the  settlor  was 
insolvent  at  the  date  of  the  settlement:  Hardeyy.  Qreen  (1); 
Letcis  V.  Madoeks  (2).  Such  a  covenant  is  not  void  for  uncer- 
tainty :  Fyfe  v.  Arhuthnot  (3). 

The  present  bankrupt  never  carried  on  business  except  in  part- 
nership, and  his  covenant  could  not  affect  the  partnership  assets 
until  all  the  partnership  debts  were  paid.  The  creditors  of  the 
partnership  could  not  be  injured.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  provisions  of  an  ante-nuptial  set- 
tlement. Before  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (which,  does  not  apply  to 
this  settlement),  it  made  no  difiference  whether  the  settlement  was 
that  of  a  trader  or  a  non-trader.  If  this  settlement  could  be  set 
aside  before  the  Act  of  1869,  there  would  have  been  no  need  for 
the  provisions  of  sect.  91  of  that  Act  As  to  the  construction  of 
the  settlement,  that  is  clearly  in  our  favour. 

[They  cited  also  Ex  parte  MeBumie  (4).] 

Sir  James  Bacon,  CJ.  : — 

I  think  enough  has  been  said  upon  this  case.  As  to  the  firet 
point,  it  is  trne  that  the  words  of  the  covenant  are  more  exten- 
sive than  those  of  the  recital.  Then,  as  has  been  very  truly 
stated,  there  are  trusts  declared  of  the  chattels  and  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  policy ;  but  there  are  no  trusts  declared  of  the  things 


(1)  12  Beav.  182. 

(2)  8  Ves.  150 ;  17  Ves.  48. 


(3)  1  De  G.  &  J.  406. 

(4)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  441. 


VOL.  xvn.] 


EQUTTT  OASES. 


119 


comprised  either  in  the  recital  or  in  the,oovenant  But  suppose 
the  wife  by  her  next  frieud  or  the  trustee  were  to  file  a  bill 
(there  being  no  insolyency)  to  have  .these  things  deliyered  over, 
could  the  husband  be  heard  to  tsay,  'M  will  put  my  own  con- 
struction on  the  covenant ;  those  words  do  not  mean  any  property 
I  may  acquire  at  any  time  "  ?  Could  he  be  heard  to  say,  *'  I  have 
declared  no  trusts  of  that  property^  and  I  will  declare  no  trusts  of 
it"?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  property  should  be  invested,  and 
that  the  wife  should  have  the  incoma  If  that  were  the  ouly 
point  in  the  case,  I  should  consider  it  of  little  doubt. 

But  the  other  point  is  one  for  the  most  serious  doubt.    I  am 
not  awace  of  any  case  in  which  such  a  settlement*  aa  this  has 
been  held  to  be  binding.    I  do  not  thiok  Sar£hf  v.  Qreen  (1)  is 
in  pointy  for  none  oS  the  reasons  which  strike  at  the  root  of  such 
settlements  as  this  were  in  question  in  that  case.    That  case  was 
decided  on  a  claim  made  by  the  assignees  in  the  insolvency  of  the 
husband,  which  .was  resisted  by  the  husband  and  wife.    It  has  no 
resemblance  to  the  case  before  me,  and  does  not  apply  to  the  ques- 
tion here  raised.    I  think  Leuns  v.  Madoeis  (2)  has  as  little  appli- 
cation.   Indeed,  if  properly  examined,  I  think  it  is  adverse  to  the 
present  Respondents'  claim,  for  I  find  there  the  main  question  was 
whether  the  husband,  having  entered  into  an  engagement  to  settle 
all  his  personal  estate,  and  having  afterwards  borrowed  a  sum  of 
msnay,  and  laid  it  out  with  other  moneys  in  the  purchase  of  land, 
that  txnrowed  money  was  included  in  his  covenant  to  settle  his 
personal  estate*    That  qmestion  seems  to  have  engaged  Lord 
Mdovis  attention^  and  he  no  doubt  decided  that  the  money  which 
ihe  husband  borrowed  became  his  personal  estate,  and  that, 
dthough  it  had  been  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  it 
neyertheless  was  subject  to  the  engagement  contained  in  the  bond. 
But  Lord  Eldon  seems  very  carefully  to  have  guarded  against  the 
possibility  that  the  person  claiming  this  personal  estate  might  be 
claiming  it  in  competition  with  creditors  of  the  husband,  and  (I 
do  not  say  that  he  decided' the  case  on  that  ground)  in  coming  to 
the  conclusion  to  which  he  did  come,  he  must  have  considered  that 
the  creditors  of  the  intestate  husband  were  entitled  to  be  first  paid 
oat  of  the  personal  estate,  because  he  directed  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
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amount  of  the  debts,  and  be  did  not,  until  on  the  second  occasion- 
it  was  ascertained  there  were  no  debts,  decide  that  the  claim  of 
the  Flainti£f  could  be  allowed,    fie  had  before  cleared  away  all 
that  was  difficult  in  the  case  by  deciding  that  money  laid  out  ii» 
the  purchase  of  real  estate  was  nevertheless  personal  estate  within 
the  covenant,  which  should  be  considered  as  charged  on  and  pay- 
able out  of  the  real  estate  so  acquired ;  but  he  carefully  prevented 
the  possibility  of  the  persons  making  that  claim  coming  into  com- 
petition with,  or  claiming  in  preference  to,  creditors.    Nothing  caft 
be  more  directly  opposed  to  the  plain  reason  and  justice  and  policy 
of  the  law  than  that  a  man,  whether  in  fraud  or  not,  should  on  his 
marriage  undertake  that  whatever  fragment  of  property  he  may 
acquire  during  the  coverture,  down  to  the  smallest  particular,  should 
be  subject  to  the  trusts  which  are  supposed  to  be  declared  by  thi& 
settlement.    There  are  many  cases  in  which  such  settlements  have 
been  set  aside.     There  are  many  cases  in  which  the  policy  of  the 
law  has  been  declared  to  be  that  a  man  cannot  withdraw  from  Ids 
creditors,  even  in  consideration  of  marriage,  future  property  which 
he  may  acquire,  if  at  the  time  other  persons,  namely,  his  creditors^ 
have  the  right  to  be  paid  out  of  the  property,    fiaving  attended 
to  the  ^arguments  of  Mr.  De  Oex,  and  having  considered  the  evi- 
dence before  me,  I  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  delivery 
over  of  the  certificates  of  the  shares  was  in  violation  of  the  debtor's 
duty  to  his  creditors,  and  that  it  cannot  be  sustained  as  against 
the  trustee  under  the  bankruptcy.    The  order  of  the  County  Coort 
must  be  varied  accordingly,  but  it  is  not  a  case  for  giving  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant:  Mr.  W,  W.  Wynne,  agent  for 
Messrs.  T.  dt  T.  Martin^  Liverpool. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustees :  Messrs.  Chester,  TJrquhart,  &  Co.,. 
agents  for  Messrs.  Wriffht,  Stoddey,  dt  Co.,  Liverpool. 
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Ccmpontion^  Acceptance  of  Composition — Subsequent  Besdution  of  Creditors 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  Composition^  Bights  of  Dissentient  Creditor^^  Bank- 
ruptcy Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  126. 

The  provision  of  sect,  126  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  that "  the  creditors 
may  by  an  extraordinary  resolution  add  to  or  vary  the  provisions  of  any 
composition  previously  accepted  by  them,  without  prejudice  to  any  persons 
taking  interests  under  such  provisions  who  do  not  assent  to  such  addition  or 
variation,"  enables  the  creditors  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  composition 
previously  accepted  by  them,  and  to  bind  a  dissentient  creditor  to  the  same 
extent  as  he  was  bound  by  the  original  resolution. 

The  word  **  persons "  in  the  above  clause  is  used  in  contradistinction  to 
the  word  "  creditors." 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Begistiar  of  the 
Manehesier  County  Court,  sitting  as  Deputy  Judge. 

On  the  22nd  of  January,  1873,  W.  H.  Glover,  J.  H.  Thorley, 
and  Boberl   Carlyle,  who  carried  on  business  in  partnership  at 
Munehester^  as  towel  manufacturers,  under  the  firm  of  W.  H.  Glover 
&  Co.,  filed  a  petition  for  liquidation  by  arrangement  or  composi- 
tion  with  their  creditors.    The  first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was 
held  on  the  7th  of  February,  1873,  when  it  was  resolved  by  the 
proper  statutory  majority  to  accept  a  composition  of  11a.  in  the 
pound,  in  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  to  the  creditors,  the  compo- 
sition to  be  paid  in  three  instalments,  viz.  5«.  in  the  pound  four 
mouths  after  the  second  general  meeting  of  the  creditors ;  Ss.  6d, 
in  the  pound  seven  calendar  months  after  the  same  date;  and 
2b,  6d.  in  the  pound  nine  calendar  months  after  the  same  date, 
promissory  notes  for  each  of  the  instalments  being  given  to  the 
creditors.    These  resolutions  were  duly  confirmed  at  a  subsequent 
meeting  of  the  creditors  held  on  the  18th  of  February,  and  were 
afterwards  duly  registered.    Before  the  debtors  filed  their  petition 
they  were  aware  that  a  claim  for  a  sum  of  about  £8000  might 
possibly  be  made  against  them  by  Mr.  HaSiday,  the  trustee  under 
the  liquidation  of  a  firm  of  ChiM,  Hornby,  dk  Co.     They  had, 
however,  been  advised  by  counsel  that  the  claim  was  one  which 
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1878       the  statement  of  debts  produced  to  their  creditors ;  and  the  com- 

Ez  parts     positiou  which  they  offered  was  calculated  with  reference  to  the 

^^J^JJ^  amount  of  their  assets,  on  the  supposition  that  the  claim  of 

GoMPAST.    HaUiday  could  not  be  supported.     The  first  instalment  of  the 

cixovEB.     composition  was  duly  paid  to  the  creditors,  and  the  promissory 

notes  for  the  second  instalment  would  have  become  due  on  the 

24th  of  September.  On  the  11th  of  September  an  order  was  made 
by  the  Judge  admitting  the  claim  of  HaUiday  for  £7381 13a.  11<2., 
and  directing  the  debtors  on  or  before  the  13th  of  October  to  pay 
into  court  £1845  88.  6d.^  being  the  first  instalment  of  the  compo- 
sition of  5$.  in  the  pound  on  the  debt,  and  ordering  that  if  the 
£1846  8s.  6(2.  should  not  be  paid  on  the  13th  of  October,  or  if  an 
appeal  from  the  order  should  not  be  entered  on  or  before  the  3l8t 
of  October,  or  if  the  appeal  should  be  ultimately  dismissed,  the 
whole  sum  of  £7381  ISir.  lid.  should  be  immediately  paid  by  the 
debtors  to  HaUiday.  The  debtors  found  that  they  would  not  be 
able  to  meet  both  the  £1845  8s.  6d.  and  -  the  promissory  notes 
falling  duo  on  the  24th  of  September,  and  moreover,  as  it  was 
then  the  Long  Vacation,  an  ^peal  from  the  order  could  not  be 
lieard  in  time.  It  was  thought,  however,  that  HaUiday  might 
agree  to  compromise  his  claim  for  a  smaller  sum,  and  accordingly 
the  debtors'  solicitors  on  the  20th  of  September  sent  a  circular  to 
the  creditors,  informing  them  that,  in  consequence  of  the  admis- 
sion of  HaUiday's  claim,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  debtors  to 
pay  the  second  inst^ment  of  the  compomtion,  and  they  invited  the 
creditors  to  attend  a  private  meeting  at  their  office  on  the  23rd  of 
September,  in  order  to  decide  as  to  the  course  to  be  taken  under 
ilie  circumstances.  This  private  meeting  was  held  accordingly, 
and  was  attended  by  a  large  numbw  of  the  creditors,  and  it  was 
resolved  to  accept  2s.  in  the  pound,  in  lieu  of  the  instalment  of 
lU.  6d.,  and  to  allow  the  payment  to  be  postponed  for  a  month,  in 
order  that  a  proper  statutory  meeting  of  the  creditors  might  be 
called.  One  of  tlie  creditors  was  the  official  Uquidator  of  a  com- 
pany called  the  Baddiffe  Inveshneni  Campanfff  who  were  creditors 
in  respect  of  two  bills  drawn  by  the  debtors.  He  did  not  attend 
the  private  meeting,  and  on  the  24th  of  September  he  tendered  the 
promissory  notes  which  he  held  for  the  second  instalment  of  the 
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compoaition  for  paymeuty  bot  tbej  were  dishonoured;   and  on      O.J.B. 
tlie  27th  of  September  be  commenced  two  actions  against  the       1873 
debtors  to  recover  the  balances  remaining  dae  on  the  two  bills     Ex  parte 
after  deducting  the  first  instalment  of  the  composition.    On  the  ^vs^ii^ 
26tb  <^' September  a  statutory  notioe  was  given  by  the-  debtara'    CovrANY. 
solicitors  that  a  general  meeting  of  the  creditors  would  be  held  on     q^vbb. 

the  8th  of  October  ^'  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  desirability        

of  passing  an  extraordinary  resolution  to  add  to  or  to  vary  the 
provisions  of  the  composition  of  lis.  in  the  pound  previously 
accepted  by  the  creditors."  On  the  Srd  of  October  the  debtors 
gave  notice  to  the  liquidator  of  the  JRaddiffe  Company  of  their 
intention  to  aj^ly  to  the  Court  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  him 
from  farther  proceedings  in  his  actions;  This  application  came 
before  the  Eegistrar  on  the  morning  of  the  8th  of  October^  but  he 
directed  it  to  stand  over  till  after  the  meeting  of  the  creditors, 
which  was  to  be  held  the  same  afternoon.  The  meeting  waa  held 
that  afternoon,  and  the  creditors  present  resolved,  by  the  proper 
statutory  majority,  that  the  provisions  of  the  composition  of  lls<  in 
the  pound  should  be  varied,  and  that^  in  lieu  of  the  second  instal- 
ment of  Se.  dcL  in  the  pound,  an  instalnrent  of  2$,  in  the  pound  be 
accepted  in  full  discharge  of  all  claims  against  the  debtors  in 
respect  of  the  second  instalment  of  3$.  6d.  in  the  pound,  upon  the 
understanding,  that  the  trustee  of  Childf  Hornby,  dk  CoJs  estate 
\^'ould  accept  £2000  in  discharge  of  his  claim  upon  the  debtors,  and 
upon  the  condition  that  the  instalment  of  2s.  in  the  pound  would 
be  paid  on  or  before  the  24th  of  November,  1873.  The  liquidator 
of  the  BadeKffe  Oompany  did  not  attend  this  meeting.  After  this 
resolution  had  been  passed,  the  Begistrar  granted  the  injunction 
asked  for,  and  from  this  order  the  liquidator  appealed.  The  resolu- 
tion of  the  8th  of  October  was  duly  confirmed  at  a  subsequent 
meeting  of  the  creditors. 

Mr.  Little,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  for  the  Appellant : — 

When  the  second  instalment  of  the  composition  was  not  paid 
on  the  day  appointed,  a  right  arose  to  bring  an  action  for  the 
balance  of  the  original  debt,  which  the  Court  would  not  interfere 
to  restrain  :  In  re  Hatton  (1) ;  Edwards  v.  Coombe  (2).    The  lan- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  723.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  519. 
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guage  of  sect.  126  (1)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  is  very  different 
from  that  of  sect.  220  (2)  of  the  Bcmkrupt  Law  Conaolidaiion  Act 
of  1849  (12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106),  and  mnst  be  construed  differently : 
Slater  v.  Janea  (3).  The  power  given  by  sect.  126  is  to  add  to  or 
vary  the  '^  provisions "  of  the  composition,  not  to  alter  the  amount 
Moreover,  the  alteration  is  to  be  "  without  prejudice  to  any  per- 
sons taking  interests  under  such  provisions  who  do  not  assent  to" 
such  alteration.  Therefore  a  dissentient  creditor  is  not  bound  by 
the  alteration.  It  was  never  intended  that  the  amount  of  the 
composition  originally  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  should 
be  altered  in  this  way.  If  it  can  be  done  seven  months  after  the 
acceptance,  why  shouTd  it  not  be  done  at  any  distance  of  time  ?  and 
if  it  may  be  altered  in  favour  of  the  debtor,  why  not  in  favour  of 


(1)  Sect.  126  contains  (inter  alia)^ 
the  following  clauses : — 

Par.  1.  **The  creditors  of  a  debtor 
nnable  to  pay  his  debts  may,  without 
any  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  by  an 
extraordinary  resolution,  resolve  that 
a  composition  shall  be  accepted  in  satis- 
faction of  the  debts  due  to  them  from 
the  debtor." 

Par.  6.  "  The  creditors  may,  by  an 
extraordinary  resolution,  add  to  or  vary 
the  provisions  of  any  composition  pre- 
viously accepted  by  them,  without  pre- 
judice to  any  persons  taking  interests- 
under  such  provisions  who  do  not 
assent  to  such  addition  or  variation ; 
and  any  such  extraordinary  resolution 
shall  be  presented  to  the  Registrar  in 
the  same  manner  and  with  the  same 
consequences  as  the  extraordinary  reso- 
lution by  which  the  composition  was 
accepted  in  the  first  instance." 

Par,  7.  "The  provisions  of  a  compo- 
sition, accepted  by  an  extraordinary 
resolution  in  pursuance  of  this  section, 
shall  be  binding  on  all  the  creditors 
whose  names  and  addresses,  and  the 
amount  of  the  debts  due  to  whom  are 
shewn  in  the  statement  of  the  debtor 
produced  to  the  meeting  at  which  the 
resolution  has  passed,  but  shall  not 


affect  or  prejudice  the  rights  of  any 
other  creditors." 

Par.  11.  ••  If  it  appear  to  the  Court, 
on  satisfactory  evidence,  that  a  compo- 
sition under  this  section  cannot,  incon- 
sequence of  legal  difficulties,  or  for  any 
sufficient  cause,  proceed  without  injus- 
tice or  undue  delay  to  the  creditors  or 
to  the  debtor,  the  Court  may  adjudge 
the  debtor  a  bankrupt,  and  proceedings 
may  be  had  accordingly." 

(2)  Sect,  220.  "In  case  any  difficulty 
shall  arise  in  the  execution  of  the  said 
resolution  or  agreement,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  the  Court  to  cause  a  special  sit- 
ting of  the  Court  to  be  held  ;  and  the 
resolution  of  the  majority  of  the  cre- 
ditors at  such  sitting,  who  have  proved 
debts  to  the  amount  of  £10,  to  confirm, 
alter,  or  annul  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
such  resolution  or  agreement,  shall  be 
as  valid  as  if  it  had  been  part  of  the 
original  resolution  or  agreement :  Pro- 
vided however,  that  if  one-third  in 
number  and  value  of  the  creditors  of 
such  petitioning  trader  do  not  attend 
such  sitting,  the  resolution  thereof  shall 
not  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  approved 
and  confirmed  by  the  Court." 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ex.  186,  189. 
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the  creditor,  in  case  the  debtor  received  an  accession  of  property  ?     G.  J.  B. 
Under  the  circumstances  the  remedy  of  the  creditors  is  to  have        1873 
the  debtor  adjadged  bankrupt  under  the  last  clause  of  sect.  126.         ez  parts 

Badcuffk 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  BarrcUt,  for  the  debtors :—         ^co^^ 
Sect.  126  of  the  Act  of  1869  puts  more  power  into  the  hands  of       /»  re 

Glovbb. 

the  creditors  than  did  sect.  220  of  the  Act  of  1849.  The  meaning  — 
of  the  clause  which  gives  the  power  to  alter  or  vary  the  provisions 
is,  that  the  creditors  are  bound  by  the  alteration^  but  not  other 
persons.  For  instance,  the  holders  for  value  of  the  acceptances  or 
promissory  notes  given  by  the  debtors  for  the  composition  would 
not  be  bound.  That  explains  the  meaning  of  the  word  '^  persons." 
Otherwise  this  clause  would  be  wholly  inoperative,  for  those  cre- 
ditors who  were  willing  to  assent  to  the  alteration  could  assent 
without  a  statutory  meeting.  No  doubt  on  default  in  paying  the 
second  instalment  the  whole  original  debt  revived  at  law.  Bat 
this  Court  interferes  with  legal  rights  to  prevent  injustice.  In  re 
Eatton  (1),  and  Edwards  v.  Coombe  (2),  do  not  apply.  This  is  a  case 
where  the  question  ought  to  be  tried,  once  for  all,  in  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy :  In  re  Thorpe  (3) ;  Ux  parte  Paper  Staining  Oom- 
pany  (4).  The  resolution  to  alter  the  composition  had  the  same  effect 
in  binding  all  the  creditors  as  the  original  resolution  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  Liiile,  in  reply. 

Sib  James  Bacok,  C.J. : — 

This  case  is  no  doubt  one  of  great  importance,  and  not  without 
difSculty,  because  the  whole  question  t^ms  upon  the  126th  section, 
and  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  it. 

The  Act  of  1849  has  been  referred  to.  That  Act  has  been 
repealed,  and  is  no  longer  law,  but  it  has  been  considered  that  it 
ought  to  be  taken  in  illustration  in  construing  the  existing  law.  I 
think  I  am  not  only  entitled,  but  bound  to  have  regard  to  the 
provisions  of  that  statute,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what 
the  existing  statute  means.  [His  Lordship  read  the  226th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1849.] 

Now  the  existing  statute  has  made  this  striking  and  marked 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  723.  (3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  743. 

(i2)  IWd.  7  C.  P.  619.  (4)  Ibid.  8  .Ch.  595. 
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G.  J.  B.  difference  in  the  law  of  bankruptcy — that  all,  or  nearly  all,  the 

1873  powers  and  authority  which  were  given  to  the  Court  under  the 

&paw«  former  statutes  are  now  transferred  to  the  creditors.    They  are 

Radcliffe  made  the  administrators  and  judges  .of  their  own  affairs,  and  they 

InVEBTMEMT  .»        o  'J 

GoMPArr.     are,  under  the  terms  of  the  statute,  bound  by  the  votes  of  a  certain 
IH  w       majority  at  a  meeting  duly  convened.    One  of  the  things  contem- 

plated  by  the  existing  statute  is  to  regard  only  the  interests  of 

creditors,  and  it  is  in  their  interest  alone  that  it  provides  that  it 
shall  be  in  their  power  to  prefer  the  acceptance  of  a  composition 
.  to  the  issuing  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  against  their  debtor, 
or  to  resorting  to  any  other  legal  remedy  they  may  possess.  The 
126th  section  gives  power  to  the  creditors,  by  an  ^  extraordinary 
resolution,"  as  there  defined,  **  to  resolve  that  a  composition  shall 
be  accepted  in  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  to  them  from  the 
debtor."  The  section  requires  thstt  the  debtor,  at  the  meeting  of 
his  creditors  which  is  to  be  held,  shall  produce  ''a  statement 
shewing  the  whole  of  his  assets  and  debts."  Those  being  the 
material  and  the  necessary  ingredients  for  the  consideration  which 
the  creditors  are  invited  to  bestow  upon  the  subject  then  sub- 
mitted to  them,  there  is  no  question  in  the  present  case  that  the 
requisitions  of  the  statute  were  duly  complied  with.  The  creditors 
agreed  to  accept  the  composition  of  11«.  in  the  pound,  to  be  paid 
by  instalments,  three  in  number,  the  first  of  which  has  been  paid. 
Then  an  event  happens  which  entirely  alters  the  statement  of 
assets  and  debts  which  had  been  laid  before  the  creditors  when 
they  assembled  and  resolved  to  accept  the  composition ;  when  a 
daim,  the  validity  of  which  bad  been  denied  by  the  debtors,  and 
which  was  only  established  against  them  after  litigation  and  dis- 
cussion, was  at  length  established  as  a  debt.  That  altered  alto- 
gether the  basis  on  which  the  original  resolution  had  been  passed, 
and  then  a  state  of  things  arose  inconsistent  (no  matter  bow)  with 
the  object  of  the  creditors  at  that  meeting.  It  need  not  be  di- 
rectly inconsistent.  The  Act  of  Parliament  does  not  mean  that 
by  contemplating  the  possibility  of  such  an  accident — for  so  I 
must  read  the  6th  paragraph  of  the  126th  section.  [His  Lordship 
read  the  paragraph.]  It  is  upon  the  words  of  that  paragraph,  and 
upon  them  alone,  that  the  case  of  the  Appellant  rests.  Although 
many  other  topics  have  been  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the 
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discossioiiy  my  decisicm  most  be  guided  by  the  construction  which      C.  J.  B. 
I  put  upon  that  clause,  and,  as  I  have  said,  in  interpreting  the        i878 
meaning  of  this  Act,  I  must  draw  what  light  I  can  from  the  law     Exparte 
which  existed  before  it  was  passed,  and  I  must  consider  what  was  ^^^^^^^^ 
the  policy  and  scope  of  the  general  provisions  of  the  law  establish-     (Dompaky. 
ing  the  administration  in  bankruptcy ;  and  above  all,  I  am  bound     q^!^1 

to  guard  myself  against  contravening  that  policy  or  frustrating        

those  provisions  by  any  merely  verbal  construction  which  may  be 
put  upon  some  words  contained  in  the  clause  I  have  referred  to. 
Now  no  doubt  the  words  '^  without  prejudice  to  any  persons,"  may 
be  made  to  read  ^  any  creditors.''  But  that»  I  conceive,  is  not  the 
meaning.  The  creditors  were  bound  by  the  original  resolution, 
and  their  obligations  are  not  ended  by  the  passing  of  that  resolu- 
tion. The  statute  has  said  that  in  certain  cases,  by  the  passing 
of  a  new  resolution  or  an  addition  to  the  resolution  originally 
passed,  the  same  consequences  are  to  ensue,  both  to  the  debtor 
and  the  creditors,  as  would  have  ensued  if  it  had  been  the  original 
resolution;  But  still  it  does  provide  that  the  new  resolution  shall 
be  '*  without  prejudice  to  any  persons  taking  interests  under  such 
provisions  who  do  not  assent  to  such  addition  or  variation."  Now 
does  the  word  *^  persons  "  there  mean  '^  creditors "?  I  conceive  it 
does  not^  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  section.  I  con- 
ceive that  the  word  '^creditors"  having  already  been  used — a 
word  which  has  a  significance  which  cannot  be  mistaken — and 
they  being  the  persons  who  are  to  be  bound  by  and  to  receive  all 
the  consequences  of  the  resolution  to  vary,  just  as  of  the  original 
resolution,  it  would  be  doing  violence  to  the  meaning  of  the  section 
if  I  were  to  read  the  word '' persons"  as  meaning  '^creditors,"  unless 
it  be  impossible  to  suggest  any  other  construction.  Is  it,  then,  im- 
possible to  suggest  any  other  meaning  ?  There  may  be,  and  very 
often  are,  provisions  in  arrangements  for  composition  which  affect 
(I  do  not  say  bind)  the  interests  of  persons  who  are  not  creditors ; 
persons  who  are  not  concerned  in  the  statement  of  assets  and  of 
debts ;  not  concerned  in  the  consideration  of  the  place  the  debtor 
personally  occupies,  nor  influencing  the  conduct  of  the  creditors 
towards  him.  There  may  be  many  such  persons.  But  I  find  that 
in  this  Act  of  Parliament,  and  in  every  other  Act  in  which  com- 
positions are  mentioned,  creditors  are  spoken  of  by  the  name  of 
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0.  J.  B.     <«  creditors/'  and  that  is  the  name  by  which  they  are  called  in 
1873       this  Act    [His  Lordship  read  the  7th  paragraph  of  sect  126.] 

ExparU     The  meaniDg  of  that  section  is,  in  my  opinion,  perfectly  obvious 
^tSSS^  ^^  consistent  with  the  poKcy  of  the  law  as  it  stood  before,  and  as 

Company,    it  is  enacted  by  this  statute.     The  explanation  given  by  the 

Glover,     debtors  in  this  case  was  a  perfectly  satisfactory  one.    No  bad  faith 

is  imputed  to  anybody  in  the  omission  of  the  debt  to  Messrs. 

ChUds,  Homhy,  <&  Co.  No  doubt  is  thrown  upon  the  veracity  of 
the  explanation,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  excuse 
offered  for  not  inserting  their  names  in  the  list  of  creditors  is  a 
perfectly  true  and  valid  excuse.  So  that  at  once  I  am  furnished 
with  the  name  of  a  **  person  "  who  is  not  to  be  "prejudiced "  by 
any  ^'  addition  or  variation."  Messrs.  Childs  &  Co.  are  "  persons " 
who  in  the  very  words  of  the  statute  are  not  to  be  "  prejudiced." 
The  creditors  at  the  second  meeting  in  October  were  satisfied  that 
the  true  statement  of  assets  and  debts  differed  from  that  upon 
which  they  had  agreed  to  accept  a  certain  amount  of  composition. 
The  amount  of  debts  is  different  from  that  which  they  had 
contemplated,  and  they  then  assembled  again,  the  present  Appel- 
lant having  notice  of  the  meeting,  and  having  the  power  of  at- 
tending and  saying  or  doing  anything  he  thought  fit,  and  I  am 
told  that  the  creditors  unanimously  agreed  to  accept  a  modified 
composition.  If  that  is  not  within  the  power  of  creditors,  then 
this  Act  of  Parliament  would  have  been  passed  in  vain,  for  as  we 
all  know  very  well,  a  variety  of  accidents  may  happen  in  such 
cases,  so  as  that  the  state  of  things  may  be  changed  from  time 
to  time,  and  changed  either  to  the  prejudice  or  to  the  advantage 
of  the  creditors. 

Now,  see  what  mischief  and  injustice  I  should  be  doing  to  the 
interests  of  the  creditors,  with  whose  interests  this  Appellant's  in- 
terests are  closely  bound  up  by  the  original  resolution,  if  I  were 
to  adopt  his  view  of  the  section.  I  should  frustrate  and  violate 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  if  I  suffered  him,  by 
reason  of  the  accident  which  has  happened,  now,  after  the  second 
extraordinary  resolution  has  been  passed,  to  continue  the  action 
at  law,  which  he  undoubtedly  had  a  right  to  commence  when  the 
24th  of  September  had  come  and  gona  Of  course  I  do  not  sup- 
pose that  anybody  here  will  suspect  me  of  any  inclination  to  ques- 
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lion  the  validity  or  the  soundness  of  the  two  decisions  which  have      C.  J.  B. 
been  mainly  relied  on.    They  have  established  a  view  of  the  sub-       1873 
ject  at  variance  with  that  which  I  happened  to  take,  and  they     ^ ^  parte 
must  be  taken  to  be  right  and  I  to  have  been  wrong.     I  would  J^^^^^^t 
guard,  accordingly,  against  expressing  any  opinion  that  would     Company. 
contravene,  or  in  the  slightest  degree  infringe  on,  the  principles      gloveb. 

on  which  the  learned  Judges  of  those  two  tribunals  have  laid       

down  the  law  in  those  cases.  The  Appellant  had  at  law  a  right 
to  bring  an  action ;  but  then  he  is  none  the  less  bound  by  the 
original  resolution,  and  by  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which  made 
it  competent  to  the  creditors  to  say  by  their  subsequent  resolution 
that  a  less  composition  should  be  paid.  He  had  a  right,  and  he 
has  exercised  that  right  by  issuing  a  writ.  But  he  cannot  escape 
from  the  original  resolution,  by  which  he  was  bound,  ajid  which 
was  subject  to  the  power  of  the  creditors  to  vary  it  by  an  extra- 
ordinary resolution.  The  creditors  have  passed  a  second  extra- 
ordinary resolution,  and  they  have  determined  to  accept  a  smaller 
composition^  and  by  that  resolution  the  Appellant  was,.  I  think, 
bound  as  much  as  he  was  by  the  original  resolution. 

I  think  the  course  which  the  learned  Registrar  took  in  the  first 
instance  was  the  just  and  proper  course.  When  he  was  first  asked 
to  restrain  the  actions  he  could  not  do  so,  for  at  that  moment  there 
was  only  one  set  of  resolutions  in  existence  under  which  provision 
was  made  for  payment  of  a  certain  composition,  and  it  had  not 
been  paid.  There  was,  therefore,  then  a  right  of  action  ;  and  I 
think  the  Registrar  would  have  mistaken  the  duties  of  his  office  if 
he  had  not  postponed  his  decision  until  he  had  ascertained  the 
result  of  the  meeting  then  about  to  be  held.  The  result  of  that 
meetuig  was,  that  the  creditors  present  unanimously  resolved  to 
accept  a  smaller  composition.  In  my  opinion,  upon  the  confirma- 
tion of  that  resolution  the  Appellant  was  bound,  under  the  very 
U'rms  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  could  no  longer  proceed  with 
the  actions  which,  but  for  the  extraordinary  resolution,  he  would, 
under  the  authority  of  the  cases  cited,  have  been  well  entitled 
to  prosecute.  The  consequence  of  permitting  him  to  do  so  now 
would  be  to  neutralise  that  resolution.  I  do  not  see  my  way  to  do 
this  in  aid  of  a  person  who  was  bound  by  the  original  resolutions, 
as  the  law  enables  the  creditors  by  yfhose  resolution  he  was  origi- 

VoL.  xni.  K  2 
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C.  J.  B.  nally  boand,  to  vary  or  to  add  to  the  provisions  of  that  composition 

1878  which  they  at  first  accepted.     I  think  that  they  have  lawfully 

Exparu  Varied  these  provisionsy  and  that  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for 

Badcliffe  ^]jig  appeal.    It  will  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Ck>MPAMT. 

In  re  Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Shaw  d  TremeHen,  agents 

for  Messrs.  P.  dk  J.  Watson,  Bury. 

Solicitors  for  the  Debtors :  Messrs.^  Merriman  dt  Pike,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Partington  dt  Alien,  Manchester. 


Glovkr. 


C.  J.  B.  Ex  parte  POWIS.    In  re  BOWEN. 

J^  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict  c.  71),  «.  32— Prc/«rcn<iaZ  DeJte— TTo^rt 

Dec.  15.  f^nd  Salaries — Intended  FrosectUion  of  Debtor  under  the  Debtors  Act,  1869 

—  — Bight  of  Trustee  to  retain  Funds  to  meet  Costs, 

Proofa  were  made  against  the  estate  of  a  liquidating  debtor  in  respect 
of  sums  due  for  wages  and  salaries,  entitled  to  priority  under  sect.  32  of 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869.  The  trustee  deposed  that  he  intended  to  prose- 
cute the  debtor  under  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  and  that  he  desired  to  examine 
him  as  to  his  affaira,  and  claimed  the  right  to  retaiii  the  funds  in  his  hands, 
which  ^ere  small,  to  meet  costs  : — 

Eeld,  that  the  preferential  creditors  were  entitled  to  immediate  payment 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Stow- 
bridge  County  Court. 

On  the  4th  of  Kovember,  1872^  Samuel  Bowen,  a  glass  master, 
filed  a  liquidation  petition.  On  the  26th  of  November  the  credit 
tors  resolved  on  a  liquidation,  and  appointed  Charles  Powis  trustee. 
Five  persons  who  had  been  in  the  debtor's  employment  tendered 
proofs  against  the  estate  for  sums  under  £50,  amounting  alto- 
gether to  £101,  due  to  them  in  respect  of  wages  or  salaries  at  the 
commencement  of  the  liquidation. 

On  the  4th  of  July  an  order  was  made  by  the  County  Court 
that  the  trustee  should  set  aside  and  retain  until  further  order, 
out  of  the  funds  in  his  hands,  the  sum  of  £120,  for  payment  (in 
case  the  Court  should  so  direct)  to  the  five  claimants  of  the 
amounts  of  their  claims  and  their  costs ;  and  the  further  conside- 
ration of  the  application  was  adjourned  till  the  14th  of  August 
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On  the  14th  of  August  the  matter  was  again  adjourned  to  the      C.  J.  B. 
28th  of  August,  and  on  that  day  it  was  again  adjourned  to  the       1873 
27th  of  September,  to  give  the  trustee  an  opportunity  of  examining     ^^  paru 
into  the  claims ;  and  the  Judge  said  that,  unless  some  sufficient      ^o^^s- 
reason  should  then  be  shewn  by  the  trustee  to  the  contrary,  he      Bowsir. 
should  make  an  order  for  payment  to  the  claimants.    On  the  27th 
of  September  the  Judge  ordered  that  the  trustee  should,  within 
fourteen  days  after  service  of  the  order  upon  him,  pay  to  the  five 
daimants  the  sums  due  to  them  respectively,  and  their  costs. 
From  this  order  the  trustee  appealed.    , 

The  trustee  deposed  that,  after  crediting  the  payments  and 
liabilities  on  account  of  the  estate,  he  had  not  in  hand  more  than 
£220,  and  that  against  this  sum  there  was  a  claim  for  his  costs  as 
trustee;  that  he  intended  to  take  proceedings  against  Batoen 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  and  that  he  should 
require  to  retain  in  hand  a  sufficient  sum  to  answer  the  costs  of 
so  doing ;  that  he  desired  to  examine  the  debtor  as  to  his  afiTairs, 
bat  had  only  recently  obtained  the  information  which  would  enable 
him  to  do  BO  effectually. 

Mr.  Bagley^  for  the  trustee. 

]!fr.  Window^  for  the  claimants,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C.  J.,  said  that  there  was  no  ground  for  the 
appeal  The  law  entitled  the  claimants  to  priority,  and  it  would 
be  very  unreasonable  that  their  payment  should  be  postponed 
until  after  the  trustee's  inquiry  into  the  conduct  of  the  debtor  had 
been  made.    The  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee :  Messrs.  Corribe  &  WainwrighL 
Solicitors  for  the  Claimants:   Messrs.  Gregory ^  BotocKffes,  & 
JBaidfe,  agents  for  Messrs.  Bema/rd  dt  King,  Stourbridge. 
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M.  E,  FOTHEBGILL  v.  BOWLAND. 

^^  [1873    F.    87.] 

Contract  for  raising  and  selling  Coal — Breach — InJunction^^Sjpec^ 

Petformanee—Jurisdu^tum, 


Nov.  4, 


The  Court  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  chattels  which  it  could  not  specifically 
M  perform. 

/j/J^  Aoooxxiingly,  where  the  lessee  of  a  colliery  contracted  to  raise  and  deliver 

A^  to  the  Plaintiffs  all  the  get  of  coals  in  the  colliery  at  a  fixed  price  for  five 

^/^^  ^  yean,  and  subsequently  agreed  for  the  sale  of  the  colliery  to  other  parties  :— 

Edd^  on  demurrer,  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  breach  of  contract 

Demurreb. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  this  case^  Richard  FothergiU  and  Ernest  Thomas 
Eanketfy  were  ironmasters,  carrying  on  the  Aherdare  Iron/warh. 
The  Defendant,  Richard  Rowland,  was  lessee  of  the  Neu^mdge 
CoUiery, 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  for  some  time  been 
accustomed  to  purchase  coals  of  the  Defendant  Rowland^  and  that 
at  the  time  of  making  the  agreement  hereinafter  mentioned  there 
was  a  subsisting  contract,  under  which  Rowland  was  supplying  the 
Plaintiffs  from  1871  to  the  4th  of  January,  1872,  with  a  quantity 
of  coal  from  the  said  colliery : 

That  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of 
December,  1871,  the  Newbridge  Colliery  was  only  opened  upon  one 
seam  of  coal,  called  "  the  No.  3  seam,"  and  was  only  partially 
opened  on  that  seam ;  that  Rowland  was  anxious  to  extend  the 
openings  in  the  seam,  and  had  made  representations  to  that  effect 
to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  he  {Rowland)  was  short  of  capital 
for  extending  his  works,  and  that,  with  a  comparatiyely  small 
outlay,  the  colliery  would  produce  nearly  300  tons  of  coal  a  day, 
and  that  if  a  siding  could  be  had  on  the  Taff  Vale  Railway,  near 
the  Taff  VaJe  Ironworis,  he  (Rowland)  would  be  able  to  deliver 
the  coals  with  greater  facility  and  a  considerable  reduction  of 
cost: 
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That  the  Plaintiffs  were  then  in  a  position  to  consume  at  the  iron-       M.  B. 
works  a  mnch  larger  quantity  of  coal  than  they  had  previously  taken,        1878 
and  were  disposed  to  make  an  arrangement  with  Bowland  to  supply  Fothkbgill 
him  with  capital  to  enable  him  to  extend  his  colliery,  and  also  to    bowland. 

make  an  arrangement  with  the  Taff  Vale  Railway  Company  for  the        

construction  of  a  siding,  provided  that  Bowland  would  enter  into 
a  contract  of  sale  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  all  the  coal  which  the  said 
coUiery  would  produce,  for  a  lease  of  five  years,  provided  that  the 
quantity  then  supplied  should  not  be  less  than  a  stated  minimum : 

That  n^otiations  for  an  arrangement  upon  this  footing  resulted 
in  an  agreement,  come  to  at  a  meeting  between  the  Plaintiffs  and 
Rowland  on  the  6th  of  December,  1871,  by  which  they  agreed 
that  Bofdand  should  sell  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
should  buy  the  whole  of  the  get  of  the  coal  of  the  No.  3  seam  of 
the  said  colliery  for  five  years,  the  quantity  not  to  be  less  than 
that  then  delivered  to  the  Taff  Vale  Ironworks,  unless  the  coal 
should  fisdl,  at  68.  per  ton,  provided  that  the  Taff  Vale  Railway 
Company  would  provide  a  siding  to  which  Rowland  should  forth- 
with make  a  road,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  lend  to  RouHand 
£1000  to  aid  him  in  opening  the  colliery,  and  that  this  agreement 
was  reduced  to  writing  in  the  form  of  a  pencil  memorandum  signed 
by  Bofdandy  and  about  the  same  time  the  Plaintiffs  agreed  with 
Bowland  that,  besides  the  coal  of  the  said  No.  3  seam,  another  vein 
should  be  included  in  the  contract,  and,  at  the  option  of  the  Plain- 
tiff Fothergilly  any  other  vein  of  coal  within  the  colliery  should  be 
included : 

That  the  said  agreements  were  reduced  to  writing  by  a  memo- 
randum in  the  form  of  a  letter  of  the  4th  of  January,  1872,  ad- 
dressed to  Rowland  and  confirmed  by  him  in  writing,  and  another 
memorandum  subscribed  thereto  of  the  5th  of  January^  1872,  which 
were  as  follows : — 

''Dear  Sir, — ^I  have  been  excessively  occupied  since  our  inter- 
view last  month,  and  have  not  found  time  to  sit  down  and  write 
in  detail  that  which  we  mutually  agreed  upon  beyond  the  simple 
sale  of  coal  described  in  the  pencil  memorandum  we  dr3W  up 

together  in  the  following  terms : 

«*6Dec.l87L 

'*  •  Sold  jB.  F.,  Esq.,  M.P.,  the  whole  of  the  get  of  the  No,  3  coal 

i  2  2 
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M.  B.       out  of  the  Newbridge  Colliery  property  for  five  years,  the  quantity, 
1873        not  to  be  less  than  at  present  delivered  to  his  Toff  Vale  works, 
Fot^bqill  ui^ldss  the  coal  should  fail,  at  68.  per  ton  payment  as  usual.' 
10,  "To  which  I  desire  now  to  add  that  we  arranged,  when  so 

-~-  required,  that  you  would  deliver  the  said  coal  into  our  waggons  on 
a  siding  of  the  Taff  Yale  Bailway  at  such  a  reduction  in  price  a» 
you  could  obtain  off  the  cost  in  comparison  with  the  deliyeryinto 
the  Taff  Yale  works,  provided  that  the  Taff  Yah  Bailway  Con^ 
pany  would  provide  such  siding  (which  you  had  not  been  able  to 
obtain),  and  to  which  you  would  forthwith  make  a  road  ;  in  refer- 
ence to  which  I  am  glad  to[,inform  you  that  I  have  seen  Mr.  Fishefr 
and  obtained  his  consent  to  his  company  providing  the  needfal 
siding,  a  most  valuable  concession  in  prospect  of  the  possibly  very 
large  quantities  of  coal  you  talked  of  flooding  me  with.  I  also 
promised  to  lend  you  £1000,  to  aid  you  in  opening  and  developing 
the  said  colliery  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum  interest,  to 
be  taken  in  such  proportions  monthly  as  you  require  in  exchange 
for  your  acceptances  at  six  months'  date,  all  which  please  confirm, 
and  I  remain,  "  Tours  faithfully, 

"  Bieh.  FotherffHir 

«5th  Jan.  1872. 
*'  It  is  understood  between  us  that  besides  the  No.  3  coal  named 
herein  that  the  Forest  Yach  Yein  is  included  in  the  foregoing  con- 
tract, and,  further,  that  any  other  vein  of  coal  worked  shall  be 
included  at  the  option  of  Mr.  FothergiU  or  representatives. 

«  BicJi.  FothergiU 
'' Bichd.  Bowland:' 

That  in  part  performance  of  the  said  agreement  Bawland  had 
commenced  to  deliver  coal  from  the  said  colliery  to  the  ironworks; 
that  the  Plaintiffs  had  advanced  to  him  the  sum  of  £1000,  which 
he  had  employed  in  extending  the  coUieiy ;  and  that  the  siding 
was  constructed  by  the  Taff  Yale  BaUway  Company  under  the 
arrangement  made  with  them  by  one  of  the  Plaintiffs : 

That  after  January,  1872,  coal  of  the  description  yielded  by  the 
colliery  increased  veiy  much  in  value,  and  that  Botdand  had 
appealed  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  make  some  modification  in  the  con- 
tract, which  they  had  refused,  though  they  had  made  an  allowance 
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by  way  of  gift  to  the  amoant  of  one-third  of  the  contract  price ;  M.  B. 
hut  that  no  variations  in  the  contract  had  been  assented  to  b7  1873 
the  PlaintiflTs :  Fot^ill 

That  coal  of  the  description  yielded  by  the  colliery  had  advanced 
from  6$.  to  130.  per  ton : 

That  the  Plaintifis  had  discovered  that  Bowlandf  in  violation  of 
the  terms  of  his  agreement^  was  selling  coal  from  the  said  No.  8 
seam  to  other  persons  than  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  that  the  deliveries 
were  greatly  below  the  minimam  quantities  specified  in  the  con- 
tract: 

That  in  August,  1873,  the  Plaintiffs  discovered  that  Rowland 
had  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendants  SpiekeU, 
Price,  BoBsetty  and  Meyer,  for  the  sale  to  them  of  the  colliery ;  and 
that  such  agreement  was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  evading 
the  performance  on  the  part  of  Bowkmi  of  the  agreement  between 
the  Plaintiffs  and  himselfi  and  of  depriving  the  Plaintiffs  of  their 
rights  in  the  premises. 

The  Plaintiffs  prayed,  firsts  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  selling,  assigning,  or  disposing  of  or  interfering 
with  the  colliery,  except  subject  to  the  agreement  between  the 
Plaintifb  and  Bouland ;  and  from  selling,  disposing  of  or  inter- 
fering with  any  coal  gotten  or  to  be  gotten  out  of  the  said 
colliery,  except  for  the  purpose  of  the  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment ;  and,  secondly,  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  get  of  the  seam  of  coal  No«  3, 
and  of  the  Forest  Vach  Vein  of  the  colliery,  and  also,  at  the  option 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  to  the  whole  of  the  get  of  any  other  seam  of  coal 
worked  at  the  colliery  during  the  period  of  five  years,  upon  the 
'terms  of  the  said  agreement  embodied  in  the  memoranda  of  the 
i)th  of  December,  1871,  and  the  4th  and  5th  of  January,  1872. 

The  Defendants  demurred  to  the  bill. 

Sir  J3.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Croesley,  for  the  Defendants 
Sfickett,  Price,  and  Baaeett : — 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  Equity  will  grant  any  relief.  The 
contract  is  only  for  the  sale  of  chattels,  and  the  proper  remedy  is 
by  action  at  law  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  contract. 
This  is  not  a  contract  which  the  Court  could  specifically  perform. 
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M.  B«  A  somewhat  similar  case  came  before  the  Court  in  Pollard  t. 

1873        Clayton  (I),  v^here  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  owners  of  ironworks 

FoTHXHoiLL  agftiBst  the  proprietors  of  coal  mines  adjoining  their  works  for 

BowLASD    sp^^o  performance  of  an  agreement  to  sell  to  the  companj,  at  a 

fixed  price  per  ton,  all  of  certain  beds  of  coal,  to  be  raised  and 

delivered  to  the  Defendants  at  the  rate  of  500  tons  per  week,  and 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  selling  to  other 
persons';  a  demurrer  was  allowed  on  the  ground  of  laches,  the  bQl 
not  haying  been  filed  till  eleven  months  after  the  Plaintifis  had 
discovered  that  the  Defendants  had  ceased  to  deliver  the  coal  to- 
them  and  were  delivering  it  to  other  parties. 

Mr.  'Fischer^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freding^  for  the  Defendant  Meyer : — 

The  contract  in  this  case  is  merely  to  deliver  coals  at  a  certain 
place  for  a  certain  period,  and  cannot  entitle  the  Plaintiffs  to  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  delivery  of  the  coal  to  other  parties. 
The  Court  has  oft;en  refused  to  extend  its  jurisdiction  in  the  way 
of  granting  injunctions.  Thus,  in  Eeaihcote  v.  North  Staffordshire 
Bailtmy  Company  (2)  it  was  held  that  the  Court  had  no  power  to 
interfere  by  injunction  to  prevent  a  party  from  applying  to  Par- 
liament for  an  Act  to  authorize  the  abandonment  of  a  scheme  to 
which  he  was  bound. 

This  case  does  not  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  Lundey  v» 
Waffner  (3)  or  De  Maitos  v.  Gibson  (4).  In  the  former  case  a 
public  singer  contracted  with  the  lessee  of  a  theatre  that  she 
would  sing  there  for  a  certain  period,  and  not  elsewhere  without 
his  authority;  it  was  held,  on  a  bill  filed  to  restrain  her  from 
singing  for  a  third  party,  that  the  positive  and  negative  stipulations 
of  the  agreement  formed  but  one  contract,  and  that  the  Court 
would  interfere  to  prevent  the  violation  of  a  negative  stipulation,, 
though  it  could  not  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  the  entire 
contract.  That  case  rested  on  the  peculiar  value  of  the  Plaintiff's 
voice,  and  the  damages  could  not  be  estimated. 

So  in  176  Mattos  v.  Oibson,  where  it  was  held  that  when  a 
ship  was  disposed  of  with  notice  of  a  prior  contract  entered  into 
by  the  person  disposing  of  it,  the  person  taking  it  with  suck 

(1)  1  K.  &  J.  462.  (3)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  604. 

(2)  2  Mac.  &  a.  100.  (4)  4  De  G.  &  J.  276. 
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notice  might  be  restrained  from  using  it  incoiOfiistently  with  the  M.  fi. 
prior  contract.  That  case  depended  on  the  peculiar  yalae  of  the  1873 
ship. 

An  injunction  is  only  ancillary  to  the  enforcement  of  a  contract^ 
and  the  Court  will  not  enforce  a  contract  when  damages  for  its 
non-peiformance  can  be  ascertained  by  an  action  at  law. 

Mr.  BooAurgh,  Q,C.,  and  Mr.  Oazdar,  for  the  Defendant  Baw- 
land  : — 

The  Defendant  Bowland  contracted  to  supply  the  Plaintiffs  with 
a  certain  amount  of  coal  from  his  colliery.  That  is  wholly  dif- 
ferent from  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  picture,  to  whidi  there  is 
a  special  value  attached.  In  that  case  the  Court  would  interfere 
to  prevent  its  sale  to  another  person  because  of  its  value  to  the 
man  who  bought  it ;  whereas  the  get  of  coal  in  a  particular  seam 
has  no  such  special  value,  and  the  Court  could  not  compel  the 
contracting  party  to  deliver  it,  and  has  therefore  no  equity  to 
restrain  his  disposing  of  it  to  others. 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Marten^  for  the  Plaintiffs,  in  support  of 
the  bill:— 

The  Plainti£b  in  this  case  are  entitled  to  the  injunction  prayed 
for  by  the  bill,  even  although  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  would  be  enforced.  If  it  had  been 
a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  particular  kind  of  coal,  it  would, 
no  doubt,  have  been  enforceable :  Hdroyd  v.  Marshatt  (1) ; 
Thorn  v.  Oommis^ioners  of  Publie  Works  (2).  Here  the  contract 
to  sell  and  deliver  to  the  Plaintiffs  is  ezdusive,  and  imjdies  a  nega- 
tiye  contract  not  to  sell  to  any  one  else :  and  where  that  is  so,  the 
Court  will  grant  an  injunction,  though  it  would  not  decree  specific 
performance. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls: — Is  there  any  case  where  the 
Court  has  laid  down  the  principle  on  which  an  injunction  can  be 
granted  where  specific  performance  would  not  be  enforced  ?] 

The  principle  is  recognised  in  Lumley  v.  Wagner  (3),  and  in  De 

(1)  10  H.  L.  C.  191.  (2)  32  Bcav.  490. 

(3)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  604. 
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M.  B.      Mattos  y.  Oibson  (1),  that  where  a  person  contracts  to  do  a  particular 
1873        act  a  negative  contract  is  implied,  so  that  an  injunction  will  be 
FornraaiLL  gi^^ted  even  where  specific  performance  would  be  refused. 
'Rom.AXD        ^  Sevin  v.  Dedandea  (2)  it  was  held,  that  if  a  charterparty 

was  entered  into  land  fde  between  the  owner  of  a  vessel  and  the 

charterer,  the  Court  would  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  either 
party  from  doing  anything  inconsistent  with  the  charterparty. 

So  in  lid  Blanch  v.  Granger  (3)  it  was  held,  that,  though  the 
Court  could  not  decree  specific  performance  of  a  charterparty,  it 
could  restrain  the  Defendants  from  employing  a  ship  in  a  manner 
inconsistent  with  the  rights  under  the  charterparty. 

In  DieMohsen  y.  Oahburn  (4)  the  principle  was  laid  down,  that 
where  a  Plaintiff  establishes  his  right  to  the  benefit  of  a  n^ative 
agreement  on  the  part  of  a  Defendant,  or  of  his  abstaining  &om  a 
given  act,  the  Court  will  equally  interfere  by  injunction,  whether 
the  right  be  at  law  or  under  an  agreement  which  could  not  ^other- 
wise be  brought  under  its  jurisdiction. 

In  Catt  V.  Tovrle  (5)  the  Plaintiff,  a  brewer,  had  sold  a  piece  of 
land  to  the  trustees  of  a  building  society,  who  covenanted  with 
him  that  he  should  have  the  exclusive  right  of  supplying  beer  to 
any  public  house  erected  on  the  land,  bat  the  Plaintiff  did  not 
enter  into  any  covenant  to  supply  it.  A  member  of  the  society, 
who  was  also  a  brewer,  bought  a  part  of  the  land,  with  notice 
of  the  covenant,  and  erected  thereon  a  public  house,  which 
he  supplied  with  his  own  beer.  On  a  bill  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
restrain  him  from  so  supplying  the  beer,  the  Court  granted  an 
injunction. 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  damages  could  be  ascertained  at  law, 
for  three  years  of  the  contract  are  unexpired,  and  it  would  be 
difficult  to  assess  damages  in  respect  of  the  future  non-delivery  of 
the  coal. 

Besides,  coal  in  a  colliery  is  not  to  be  treated  as  if  it  were  a 
mere  chattel ;  the  contract  is  one  relating  to  real  estate. 

Sir  JZ.  Baggallay^  in  reply  on  the  question  of  costs. 

(1)  4  De  G.  &  J.  276.  (3)  35  Beav.  187. 

(J)  9  W.  R.  218.  (4)  2  Pk  52. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch«  654. 
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Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R : —  M.  R 

I  feel  no  doubt  whatever  on  the  question,  therefore  I  think  it  is        J^ 
my  duty  to  give  a  decision.    I  never  did  approve,  when  at  the  Fothebgild 
Bar,  and  I  do  not  approve  now,  when  on  the  Bench,  of  the    Rowland. 
practice  of  not  deciding  a  substantial  question  when  it  is  fairly 
raised  between  the  parties  and  argued,  simply  because  it  is  raised 
by  demurrer.    It  is  a  great  benefit  to  all  parties  to  have  the 
question  in  the  case  speedily  and  cheaply  determined,  and  the 
practice  of  demurring  ought,  if  possible,  to  be  encouraged. 

The  question  is  one  which  I  am  sorry  to  have  to  decide  against 
the  Plaintiffs.  No  honest  man,  whether  on  the  Bench  or  off  it,  can 
approve  of  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants.  The  first  Defendant, 
Bowlandf  has  entered  into  a  contract  bond  fide  for  valuable  con- 
siderations to  sell  a  quantity  of  coal  to  be  raised  from  his  mine  to 
the  Plaintiffs.  He  has  received  the  advantages  of  the  contract, 
and  because  coal  has  risen  in  value  and  he  can  get  a  better  price 
elsewhere,  he  does  not  choose  to  perform  his  contract.  Such  con- 
dact  ought  not  to  meet  with  the  approval  of  anybody.  Then  the 
question  I  have  to  determine  is,  whether  the  Plaintiffs  have  come 
to  the  right  Court  to  obtain  that  which  the  law  will  undoubtedly 
give  them,  namely,  compensation  in  some  shape  or  other  for  the 
loss  they  have  sustained  by  this  breach  of  contract  It  appears  to 
me,  as  the  law  now  stands,  a  Court  of  Equity  cannot  give  them 
any  relief. 

The  first  question  is,  what  is  the  contract  for  ?  In  my  view  of 
the  contract  it  is  one  for  the  sale  of  coals,  that  is^  coals  gotten, 
the  get  of  coal,  the  severed  chattel,  and  it  has  no  relation  what- 
ever to  a  contract,  for  real  estate.  That  point  really  was  not 
argued  by  Mr.  jPVjf,  although  Mr.  Marten  did  touch  upon  it  I 
think  it  must  be  assumed,  therefore,  to  be  a  simple  contract  for 
the  sale  of  a  chattel  of  a  very  ordinary  description  not  alleged  to 
be  a  peculiar  coal,  or  coal  that  cannot  be  got  elsewhere.  On  the 
<rontrary,  as  I  read  the  bill,  there  is  coal  that  can  be  got  elsewhere 
of  the  same  description,  only  at  a  higher  price.  The  result  is  that 
the  Plaintiffs  will  incur  an  amount  of  damage  to  be  measured  by 
the  market  price  which  they  may  have  to  pay  for  the  coal  of 
the  same  description  as  the  coal  agreed  to  be  supplied  by  the 
Defendant  Boicland. 
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M.  B.  It  is  said,  boweyer,  that,  although  yon  can  ascertain  the  market 

1873        price  as  regards  all  the  past  non-delivery,  yon  cannot  ascertain 
l*aiHEBGiLL  exactly  the  market  price  as  to  future  deliveries.    To  say  tfa^t  you 
EowLAND     ^^^^*  ascertain  the  damage  in  a  case  of  breach  of  contract  for  the 
—        sale  of  goods,  say  in  monthly  deliveries  extending  over  three  yeare 
(which  is  the  case  here,  for  there  are  three  years  unexpired  of  the 
contract),  is  to  limit  the  power  of  ascertaining  damages  in  a  way 
which  would  rather  ^tonish  gentlemen  who  practise  on  what  i& 
called  the  other  side  of  Westminster  EaU.    There  is  never  con- 
sidered to  be  any  difBculty  in  ascertaining  such  a  thing,  therefore 
I  do  not  think  it  is  a  case  in  which  damages  could  not  be  ascer- 
tained at  law. 

That  being  so,  what  is  there  to  distinguish  this  from  any  ordi- 
nary contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  ?  We  have  been  told  it  has 
some  connection  with  the  colliery.  I  suppose  coals  must  neces- 
sarily have  connection  with  a  colliery,  and  it  happens  that  the 
person  who  sold  the  coal  to  be  produced  from  a  given  colliery  was 
also  at  that  time  the  owner  of  the  colliery.  I  apprehend  there  is 
no  difiSculty  about  entering  into  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  coal 
coming  from  a  particular  colliery  by  persons  not  owners  of  that 
colliery ;  that  is  the  common  practice.  The  coals  not  being  de- 
livered,  and  there  being  no  means  of  obtaining  their  delivery 
without  compelling  the  Defendant  Rowland  to  raise  them,  it  has 
been  admitted  before  me  that  this  is  a  contract  of  which  you 
caxmot  obtain  a  specific  performance  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

Therefore  any  relief  to  be  obtained  by  the  PlaintifEs  in  the 
shape  of  compensation  must  be  obtained  at  law,  and  I  do  not 
understand  that  the  Plaintiffs,  coming  here  for  an  injunction  which 
they  ask,  are  willing  to  abandon  their  claim  to  compensation  at 
law  in  the  shape  of  damages. 

Then  it  is  said,  assuming  this  contract  to  be  one  which  the  Court 
cannot  specifically  perform,  it  is  yet  a  case  in  which  the  Court 
will  restrain  the  Defendants  from  breaking  the  contract  But  I 
have  always  felt,  when  at  the  Bar,  a  very  considerable  di£Sculty  in 
understanding  the  Court  on  the  one  hand  professing  to  refuse 
specific  performance  because  it  is  difficult  to  enforce  it,  and  yet  on 
the  other  hand  attempting  to  do  the  same  thing  by  a  roundabout 
method.    If  it  is  right  to  prevent  the  Defendant  Bowlani  bovok 
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selling  coal  at  all — he  not  haying  stipulated  not  to  sell  coal,  but       M.  B. 
haying  stipulated  to  sell  all  the  coal  he  can  raise  to  somebody  who       1873 
has  promised  yaluable  consideration — why  is  it  not  right  to  compel  fo^^^ill. 
him  to  raise  it  and  deliver  it  ?    It  is  difficult  to  follow  the  distinc-    ro^^hu. 

tioUy  but  I  cannot  find  any  distinct  line  laid  down,  or  any  distinct       

limit  which  I  could  seize  upon  and  define  as  being  the  line  dividing 
the  two  classes  of  cases — that  is,  the  class  of  cases  in  which  the 
CoQity  feeling  that  it  has  not  the  power  to  compel  specific  per- 
formance, grants  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  breach  by  the  con- 
tracting party  of  one  or  more  of  the  stipulations  of  the  contract, 
and  the  class  of  cases  in  which  it  refuses  to  interfere.  I  have 
asked  (and  I  am  sure  I  should  have  obtained  from  one  or  more  of 
the  learned  counsel  engaged  in  the  case  every  assistance)  for  a 
definition.  I  have  not  only  not  been  able  to  obtain  the  answer, 
but  I  have  obtained  that  which  altogether  commands  my  assent, 
namely,  that  there  is  no  such  distinct  line  to  be  found  in  the 
authorities.  I  am  referred  to  vague  and  general  propositions — 
that  the  rule  is  that  the  Court  is  to  find  out  what  it  considers 
convenienti  or  what  will  be  a  case  of  sufficient  importance  to 
authorize  the  interference  of  the  Court  at  all,  or  something  of  that 
kind. 

That  being  so,  and  not  being  able  to  discover  any  definite  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  Court  can  act,  I  must  follow  what  Lord  8L 
Leonards  says,  in  Lumley  v.  Wagner  (1),  is  the  proper  conduct  for 
a  Judge,  in  not  extending  this  jurisdiction.  I  am  not,  however, 
entirely  without  assistance  from  authority,  because  it  appears  to 
me  that  this  very  case  has  been  put,  though  only  by  way  of  illus- 
tration, by  a  very  great  Judge,  Lord  Coitenham,  in  Heathcote  v. 
North  Staffordshire  BaUway  Company  (2),  where  he  says :  ^^  If  A. 
contract  with  B.  to  deliver  goods  at  a  certain  time  and  place,  will 
Equity  interfere  to  prevent  A.  from  doing  anything  which  may  or 
can  prevent  him  from  so  delivering  the  goods  ?*  That  is  the  exact  « 
case  I  have  to  deal  with,  because  I  have  decided  that  the  contract 
is  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  goods.  Finding  the  dictum  of 
Lord  CoUenham  express  on  the  subject,  and  the  Plaintifis'  counsel 
not  having  been  able  to  produce  to  me  any  authority  in  which 
there  has  been  such  an  injunction  granted  on  the  sale  of  goods  or 

(1)  1  D.  M.  &  G.  604.  (2)  2  Mac.  &  G.  112. 
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M.  B.       any  chattel,  in  a  case  in  which  specific  performance  could  not  be 
1878       granted,  I  think  I  shall  do  right  in  following  that  authority ;  and 
FoTHBRGiLL  I  Say,  although  I  say  it  with  much  regret,  that  it  is  a  case  in  which 
Row^ilAHi).    Equity  can  afford  no  relief. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  costs,  I  think  it  is  undesuahle  to 

take  the  technical  admission  of  the  facts  of  the  bill,  when  a  perBon 
files  a  demurrer,  to  be  an  admission  of  the  truth  of  the  £EU^t8  against 
him  for  the  purpose  of  costs.  If  there  is  no  remedy  at  all  at  law, 
I  think  the  rule  that  the  costs  should  foUow  the  result  too  valu- 
able a  one  to  be  tampered  with.  On  these  grounds  I  allow  the 
demurrer,  with  the  usual  consequences. 


A  petition  of  appeal  was  presented  against  this  decision,  but 
the  case  was  compromised  before  it  came  to  a  hearing. 

Solicitors  fbr  the  Defendants :  Mr.  J.  H.  Wrenitnore ;  Mr.  W. 
Kelly  ;  Mr.  Qoding. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Sluirp  &  UUithoTme,  agents 
for  Messrs.  Simons  &  Flews,  Merihyr  TydviL 


M.  E,      YSTALYPEEA  lEON  COMPANY  v.  NEATH  AND  BRECON 
1873  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

-V^9-  [1872    Y.    11.] 

BaUtoay  Ccmpanf — Compulsary  Powers — Notice  to  treat — Exteneum  <f  Itme— 
Ahandcnment — Subscription  Contract — Magistrate's  Cerlificaie--'^  Suffideni 
Evidence** — Lands  Clauses  Act^  s.  17. 

The  J,  BaUway  Cotnpany*s  Act,  passed  in  July,  1864,  provided  that  oe^ 
tain  peiaons  who  had  subscribed,  and  all  others  who  should  subscribe,  to  the 
undertaking,  should  be  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  railway 
thereby  authorized,  and  by  the  same  Act  the  compulsory  powers  for  taking 
lands  were  limited  to  three  years,  and  the  time  for  o(»npleting  the  workB  to 
five  years  from  the  passing  of  the  Act  The  company,  having  obtained  the 
magistrate's  certificate  that  the  whole  of  the  required  capital  had  been  sub* 
scnbed  for,  served  a  notice  to  take  certain  lands  of  the  Plaintifl^  In  1869 
the  company,  having  £uled  to  raise  sufficient  capital  to  make  the  line,  ob- 
tained an  Act,  of  which  the  Plaintiffii  had  notice,  for  amalgamating  their 
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compuiy  with  the  Neath  and  Brecon  Company,  who  were  to  make  the  rail-        M.  B. 
way,  and  the  time  for  completion  was  extended  to  Jalyj  1872.    In  1871  the         ^«.o 
Neath  and  Brecon  Company  proceeded  imder  the  notice  to  take  the  Plaint iffs*         «^v^ 

land,  YffTALTFBBA 

On  a  bill  praying  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Neath  and  Brecon  Comr      ^^^  ^' 
pony  from  taking  the  land,  alleging  that  the  notice  to  treat,  if  valid,  had  been    Nkath  anj> 
abandoned  by  lapse  of  time,  and  that  such  notice  was  invalid,  as  no  sub-       Bbioox 
scription  contract  had  been  proved,  and  the  required  capital  had  not  then     ^^^-^^  ^- 
been  subecribed  for: — 

Mtld^  that,  under  the  circtunstanoesy  there  had  been  no  abandonment  of  the 
notice : 

Held^  also,  that  the  magi8trate*s  certificate,  under  sect.  17  of  the  Lands 
Olatues  ^c^,  was  conclusive  evidence  that  the  capital  was  subscribed  for ;  that 
it  appeared  from  the «/.  Railway  Company^s  Act  that  there  was  a  subscrip- 
tion contract^  and  that  the  notice  to  treat  was  valid. 

IHIS  was  a  suit  by  the  Plaintiff  company,  who  were  in  the  posi- 
tion of  landowners  having  an  interest  in  certain  lands  taken  by 
the  Defendant  company  under  their  alleged  compulsory  powers, 
to  restrain  them  from  continuing  in  possession. 

By  the  Sioansea  Vale  and  Neath  arid  Brecon  Junction,  Railway 
Ad  (called  in  the  pleadings,  the  Jv/nction  BaUway  Act),  passed  on 
the  29th  of  July,  1864,  the  Swansea  Vale  and  Neath  and  Brecon 
Junction  Bailway  Company  (called  in  the  pleadings  the  Junction 
BaUway  Company)  were  incorporated  and  authorized  to  construct 
their  line. 

The  Act  contained  the  following  sections : — 

Sect.  4.  ** Anthony  Morgan  Story  Maekdyne  (and  four  other  per- 
sons therein  mentioned),  and  all  other  persons  and  corporations  who 
have  already  subscribed,  or  who  shall  hereafter  subscribe,  to  the 
Tindertakingy  their  executors,  administrators,  successors,  and  assigns 
respectiyely,  shall  be  united  into  a  company  for  the  purpose  of 
making  and  maintaining  the  railway  and  works  hereby  authorized ; 
and  such  company  shall  be  incorpomted  by  the  name  of  the  Stoameot 
Vale  and  Neath  and  Brecon  Junction  Bailway  Company,  and  by 
that  name  shall  be  a  body  corporate,  with  perpetual  succession 
and  a  common  seal,  and  shall  have  power  to  purchase  and  hold 
lands  for  the  purpose  of  the  undertaking.'' 

Sect  21.  *•  The  powers  of  the  company  for  the  compulsory  pur- 
chase of  lands  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  shall  not  be  exercised 
after  the  expiration  of  three  years  after  the  passing  of  this  Act" 
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M.  B.  Sect  22.  ^  The  railway  shall  be  completed  within  five  years 

1873  fi'om  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  upon  the  expiration  of  that 

YffrALTFEBA  P^^od  thc  powops  by  this  Act  granted  to  the  company  for  execut- 

Ibon  Go.  ing  the  same,  or  others  in  relation  thereto,  shall  cease  to  be 

Neath  AMD  exercised,  except  as  to  so  mnch  thereof  as  shall  then  be  com- 

Bbboon        1  X  j  »> 
BailwatOo.  pieted. 

On  the  16th  of  Febmary,  1866,  the  following  certificate,  in 
accordance  with  the  reqnirements  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad  {l\ 
was  obtained  from  Mr.  Sd/Sf  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police 
courts  of  the  metropolis  sitting  at  Westminster: — 

*^  Whereas  evidence  has  this  day  been  adduced  before  me  by  the 
Swansea  Vale  and  Neath  and  Brecon  Junction  BaUway  Company, 
incorporated  by  the  Swansea  Vale  and  Neath  and  Brecon  Junction 
BaUway  Act^  1864,  that  the  whole  of  the  captital  authorized  to  be 
raised  by  such  Act,  namely,  £120,000,  had  been  subscribed  for, 
and  that  one-half  of  such  capital  had  been  actually  paid  up,  I  do 
hereby  certify  that  the  whole  of  the  said  capital  of  £120,000  has 
been  subscribed  for,  and  one-half  thereof  paid  up.  Given  under 
my  hand  this  16th  day  of  February,  1866. 

«  H.  S.  Sd/eT 

On  the  21st  of  April,  1866,  a  notice  to  treat  was  served  upon 
the  public  officer  of  the  Plaintiff  company  in  respect  of  the  land 
of  the  said  Plaintiff  company  required  by  the  Junction  BaUway 
Company  for  the  purposes  of  their  Act 


(1)  By  sects.  16  &  17  of  the  Lands 
Clauaea  Consolidation  Act  it  is  provided 
as  follows : — 

Sect  16 :  "  Where  the  undertaking 
is  intended  to  be  carried  into  effect 
hy  means  of  a  capital  to  be  snbscribed 
by  •  the  promoters  of  the  under- 
taking, the  whole  of  the  capital  or 
estimated  sum  for  defraying  the  ex- 
penses of  the  undertaking  shall  be 
subscribed  under  contract  binding  the 
parties  thereto,  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  for  the  payment 
of  the  several  sums  by  them  respec- 
tively subscribed,  before  it  shall  bo 
lawful   to  put  in   force  any  of  the 


powers  of  this  or  the  special  Act,  or 
any  Act  incorporated  therewith  ia 
relation  to  the  compulsory  taking 
of  land  for  the  purposes  of  the  under- 
taking." 

Sect  17 :  ''A  certificate  under  the 
hands  of  two  justices,  certifying  that 
the  whole  of  the  prescribed  sum  has 
been  subscribed,  shall  be  sufficient  evi- 
dence thereof,  and  on  the  application  of 
the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  and 
the  production  of  such  evidence  as  such 
justices  think  proper  and  sufficient,  such 
justices  shall  grant  such  certificate  sc* 
oordingly." 
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The  Junction  Railway  Company  haying  failed  to  raise  sufiScient       K.B. 
<;apital  for  its  line,  which  was  a  contractor's  line,  negotiations       1873 


were  entered  into  with  the  Neath  and  Brecon  BaUway  Company  in  Yctaltfera 
1868»  and  a  bill  was  introduced  into  Parliament  for  an  amalga-      "^^. 
mation    between   the  two  companies.     The  Plaintiff  company   ^bbeoon"* 
petitioned  against  this  bill,  and  opposed  it  in  committee.    On  the  Bailwat  Go. 
26th  of  July,  1869,  the  Neaih  and  Brecon  BaUway  Act  was  passed, 
and  diereby  the  Junction  BaUway  Company  was  dissolved,  and  its 
undertaking  was  amalgamated  with  that  of  Neaih  and  Brecon 
BaUway  Company  (the   Defendant   company),  which  had  been 
incorporated  under  and  authorized  by  certain  Acts  of  1862  and 
other  years,  to  construct  certain  railway  works  specified  in  such 
Acts ;  and  by  the  Act  of  1869  the  Defendant  company  was  made 
responsible  for  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  liabilities  of  the  Junction 
BaUway  Company^  and  claimed   the  right  of  executing  all  the 
works  which  the  Junction  BaUway  Company  was  authorised  to 
execute,  and  to  exercise  all  its  privileges,  including  that*  of  taking 
land  for  its  undertakings. 

By  the  9th  section  of  this  Act  the  time  for  completing  the 
works  aathorized  by  the  Act  of  1864  was  extended  for  a  period  of 
three  years  from  the  time  limited  by  the  Act  of  1864  for  the  com- 
pletion thereof,  but  the  Act  did  not  {)urport  to  extend  the  period 
within  which  the  compulsory  powers  given  by  that  Act  could  be 
exercised,  and  did  not  give  any  fresh  compulsory  powers  in  that 
behalf. 

No  steps  were  taken  by  the  Junction  BaUway  Company  prior  to 
its  amalgamation  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  of  the  Plaintiff 
company,  nor  were  any  such  steps  taken  by  the  Defendant 
company  till  January,  1871,  when  negotiations  were  entered  into 
between  the  parties,  and  in  the  result  the  Defendant  company 
took  possession  of  the  lands  in  question  under  their  compulsoiy 
powers. 

The  Plaintiff  company  thereupon  filed  their  bill  against  the 
Defendant  company,  praying  that  they,  their  contractors,  work- 
men, and  servants,  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  con- 
tinuing in  possession  of  the  land  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  com- 
pany, and  from  taking  or  using  any  portion  of  the  land  without 
the  consent  of  the  Plaintiff  company. 
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M.  B.  The  principal  grounds  on  which  the  Plaintiff  company  relied 

1873       were,  firsts  that  the  period  within  which  the  compulsory,  powers  to 

YsTALTFBBA  ^^^^  ^^^^  givcu  by  tho  Act  of  1864  could  be  exercised  had  come 

iBON  Co.      iQ  ^Q  gu(j^  nn^  ^at  neither  the  Plaintiff  company  nor  any  other 

Neath  akd  company  had  any  right  at  the  time  they  took  possession  of  the 

Kailwat  Co.  lands  to  take  such  lands  ;  and,  secondly,  that  notwithstanding  the 

magistrate's  certificate,  the  whole  of  the  capital  for  the  JuneHaik 

Railway  Company  had  not  been  subscribed  within  the  meaamg  of 

the  16th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauees  Ad,  or  at  all,  on  the  21st  of 

April,  1866,  and  that,  therefore,  the  notice  to  treat  given  on  that 

day  was  invalid. 

Mr.  Southgatey  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oder,  for  the  Plaintiff  company  :- 

The  first  ground  on  which  the  Court  is  entitled  to  interfere  by 
injunction  in  this  case  is  because  the  compulsory  powers  given  by 
the  Act  of  1864  having  ceased  on  the  29th  of  July,  1867,  and  the 
time  for  completing  the  works  on  the  29th  of  July,  1869,  aban- 
donment by  lapse  of  time  must  be  presumed  before  the  Defendant 
company  took  possession  of  the  land.  This  is  on  the  assumption 
that  the  notice  to  treat  was  valid. 

In  Hedges  v.  Metropciiian  Railway  Company  (1)  notice  to  take 
part  of  a  property  was  given  to  a  company  ten  days  before  the 
expiration  of  their  compulsory  powers,  which  was  not  followed  up, 
but  fourteen  months  afterwards  the  company  gave  notice  to  the 
landowner  of  their  intention  to  apply  to  Parliament  to  abandon 
the  undertaking.  In  this  they  did  not  succeed,  and  nineteen 
months  after  the  notice  they  proceeded  to  take  the  lands :  it  was 
there  held  that  the  landowner  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  company  from  taking  possession  of  the  property. 
That  was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present. 

In  Bichmond  v.  North  London  Railway  Company  (2),  where  a 
railway  company,  after  the  compulsory  powers  of  their  original  Act 
had  expired  and  the  railway  was  opened  for  traffic,  obtained  another 
Act  enabling  them  to  tak^  additional  land,  it  was  held,  that  under 
the  circumstances  the  company  could  not  take  a  piece  of  land 
under  the  compulsory  powers  of  both  Acts,  the  notice  to  treat 
having  been  given  under  the  original  Act. 

(1)  23  Beav.  109.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  352 ;  Ibid.  3  Ch.  679. 
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Here  we  sabmit  there  was  a  dear  abandonment,  and  the  fact  of       m:  B. 
the  subsequent  Act  having  been  obtained^  extending  the  time  for        1873 
the  completion  of  the  works,  will  not  enable  the  Defendant  com-  ystaltfbba. 
pany  to  take  the  land  after  such  a  lapse  of  time  from  the  notice     ^^^  ^' 

to  treat  Nrath  ahd 

Bbbook 

Further,  we  contend  that  the  notice  to  treat  was  invalid,  inas-  Bailwat  Go. 
much  as  the  requisite  capital  was  not  subscribed.  The  Defendant 
company  rely  on  the  certificate  of  the  magistrate,  but  that,  though 
prima  fame  evidence  under  sect  17  of  tiie  Lands  Clausea  Ady  is 
not  conclusive,  and  is  capable  of  being  rebutted.  The  words  of  the 
-section  are,  *'  A  certificate  under  the  hands  of  two  justices  certifying 
that  the  whole  of  the  prescribed  sum  has  been  subscribed  shall  be 
sufficient  evidence  thereof,  and  on  the  application  of  the  promoters 
of  the  undertaking,  and  the  production  of  such  evidence  as  such 
justices  think  proper  and  sufficient,  such  justices  shall  grant  such 
^certificate  accordingly." 

In  Barradough  v.  Qreenhough  (1)  the  words  *^  sufficient  evi- 
dence "  in  20  &  21  Yict.  c.  77,  s.  64,  were  held  to  mean  only 
jrima  fade  evidence ;  and  we  submit  that  they  cannot  be  taken 
to  mean  more  here. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  of  a  subscription  contract 
having  been  entered  into ;  and  on  this  ground  ako,  as  weU  as 
on  that  of  abandonment,  we  contend  that  the  notice  to  take  the 
lands  cannot  be  put  in  force,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  company  is 
entitled  to  an  injunction. 

Hr.  JVy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Qariner^  for  the  DefeiMlant  company, 
were  not  called  on. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  have  a  very  clear  opinion  on  this  case. 

The  Plaintiff  company  is  in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  land- 
owner, being  interested  in  land  which  a  railway  company  appears 
to  have  taken  possession  of  in  the  alleged  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  by  Acts  of  Parliament  The  Plaintiff  company 
comes  here  for  an  injunction,  founded,  not  on  any  equity  properly 
^  called,  but  on  the  well-established  rule  that  a  Court  of  Equity 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  612. 
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H.  B.       will  restrain  by  injimction  any  acts  done  by  a  railway  company 
1873       Golourably  under  its  powers,  but  not  really  authorized  by  sadi 
TstaxItfbra  powers.    That  I  take  to  be  clearly  established,  and  part  of  the  law 
iBowCa     q£  i^^g  Court.    In  order  to  entitle  this  Court  to  interfere  by 
NsATH  AND  injunction^  I  think  it  must  be  clearly  shewn — ^it  being  a  questioik 
KailwatOo.  of  mere  legal  right — ^that  the  company  is  exceeding  its  powers, 
because  if  the  Court  abstains  from  interfering  by  injunction  the 
landowner  is  not  without  remedy.    His  legal  rights  and  remedies, 
whether  by  trespass  or  ejectment,  remain  if  the  company  has 
improperly  taken  possession  of  the  land ;  so  that  the  only  question 
is,  whether  the  case  is  made  out  so  clearly  that  the  company  is- 
exceeding  its  powers  that  I  am  bound  to  prevent  it  by  injunction 
from  remaining  in  possession  of  the  land.    On  the  materials  before- 
me  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am  not  so  bound,  and  that  I  ought  not 
to  interfere  at  alL 

The  first  point  made  on  behalf  of  the  company  was,  that,  assuming^ 
a  notice  to  treat  had  been  regularly  and  validly  giyen,  it  had  been 
rendered  inoperative  by  lapse  of  time,  which  had  operated  as  an 
abandonment. 

The  company  was  originally  incorporated  under  an  Act  of  Fai- 
Uament  of  the  29th  of  July,  1864,  and  the  notice  to  take  the 
lands  in  question  was  given  on  the  21st  of  April,  1866.  By  the 
Act  of  Parliament  there  were  three  years  given  from  the  passing 
of  the  Act  for  exercising  the  compulsory  powers  of  purchase,  and 
therefore  the  notice  having  been  given  in  April,  1866,  was  well 
given  so  &r  as  that  period  was  concerned ;  and  five  years  were 
given  for  the  completion  of  the  works.  Consequently,  the  ques- 
tion of  abandonment  could  not  well  arise  until  July,  1869. 

The  railway  was  what  is  called  a  contractor's  line.  It  was  a 
perfectly  land  fde  railway  company,  but  could  not  get  the  capital 
from  the  public  in  the  first  instance,  so  it  was  intended  that  the 
contractor  was  to  take  payment  in  shares  and  debentures,  make 
the  line,  and  when  it  was  made  and  in  working  order  it  was 
expected  that  the  public  would  come  in  and  take  the  shaces 
and  debentures. 

The  company  could  not  succeed  in  raising  its  capital,  but  in  the 
year  1868  an  arrangement  was  made  with  the  NecUh  and  Brecon 
Bailway  Company,  by  which  the  original  company  was  amal- 
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gamated  witli  the  Neath  and  Brecon  Company ^  and  that  company       M.  B. 
being  in  a  position  to  laise  the  capital,  undertook  to  make  the        1873 

'^^^  YSTALTFEBA 

The  Plaintiff  company  must  be  taken  to  have  had  notice  of  the     ^^^  ^* 
intention  to  apply  to  Parliament  to  sanction  the  proposed  amal-   Nbatr  and 
gamation  in  1868,  or  early  in  1869,  as  it  petitioned  against  the  Rail^at  Co. 
passing  of  the  bill  which  contained  an  extension  of  the  time  for       "^* 
the  completion  of  the  works.    The  Petition  was  heard  before  a 
committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  April,  1869.    Notwith- 
standing the  strenuous  opposition  of  the  Plaintiff  company,  the 
bill  was  passed  into  a  law,  and  the  time  for  completing  the  works 
was  extended  to  the  29th  of  July,  1872.    After  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  in  January,  1871,  negotiations  were  entered  into  with  the 
Plaintiff  company,  so  that  if  there  was  no  abandonment  of  the 
notice  to  treat  by  that  time,  it  is  admitted  that  it  could  not 
be  got  rid  of  afterwards. 

Now  I  have  been  unable  to  follow  the  argument  as  to  the 
notice  to  treat  being  got  lid  of  by  mere  lapse  of  time.  I  do 
not  say  that  no  lapseT  of  time  will  be  evidence  of  abandonment. 
It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  thq  landowner  can  always  force 
the  company  on ;  it  is  not  as  if  it  was  all  on  one  side,  and  the 
landowner  may  choose  to  do  nothing,  or  may  force  on  the  com- 
pany.  But  why  should  the  company  be  considered  to  have  aban- 
doned its  notice  to  treat?  It  was  said  in  an  old  canal  case,  and 
properly  said,  that  at  law  there  is  no  limit  as  to  the  time  of 
taking  land ;  the  company  may  take  it  at  any  time ;  it  is  the 
misfortune  of  the  landowner  to  have  such  powers  hanging  over 
him.  But  it  was  on  that  very  account  that  the  Legislature 
fixed  the  time,  and  said,  ^'  You  shall  give  your  notice  within  a 
definite  time,  a  notice  binding  on  both  parties."  Then,  if  the 
notice  is  not  proceeded  with,  the  question  arises,  within  what  time 
can  a  company  say  it  has  not  abandoned  the  notice?  It  was 
decided  by  my  predecessor  (Lord  BomiiUy)  in  a  case  to  which 
I  liaye  been  referred,  of  Rid^mond  v.  North  London  Railway  Com" 
fany  (1),  that  so  long  as  the  company^^had  the  power  to  execute  its 
worksi  it  could  not  be  said  to  have  abandoned  its  intention  of  taking 
the  land,  if  it  had  given  notice  to  take  it  in  due  time,  and  that 

(1)  Law  Bep.  5  £q.  352. 
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M.  B.       so  long  as  it  still  bad  power  to  execute  the  works,  the  landowner 
1878        must  know  that  the  land  might  be  wanted  for  that  purpose.  That 

Y8TALT7IBA  docision  was  appealed  (I),  and  as  I  understand  the  judgment  of 

iBON  Go.    jjQj^  Cairns,  he  distinctly  desires  it  to  be  understood  that  he  does 

Nbath  akd  not  differ  from  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  the  Master  of  the  BoUs, 

Railway  Go.  though  he  does  not  lay  down  the  rule  so  absolutely.  That  being 
so,  as  there  was  no  abandonment  by  lapse  of  time,  certainly  till 
the  29th  of  July,  1869,  and  as  the  landowners  had  actual  notice 
that  there  was  no  intention  to  abandon,  I  follow  that  decision  as 
affirmed  on  appeal  in  saying  that  the  lapse  of  time  in  this  case  is 
not  sufficient  to  nullify  (for  that  is  what  abandonment  means)  the 
notice  to  treat. 

The  second  point  is  one  of  more  difficulty.  The  question  is 
whether  the  notice  to  treat  was  valid ;  and  that  depends  on  the 
terms  of  the  16th  and  17th  sections  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Ad, 
which  was  incorporated  in  the  usual  way  in  the  Junetion  BaUway 
Act  of  1864 : — [His  Honour  then  read  the  sections : — ] 

The  question  is,  what  those  two  sections,  taken  together^  mean. 
I  do  not  say  that  my  decision  would  not  t)e  the  same,  whether 
I  adopted  the  Plaintiffs'  contention  that  the  word  '' sufficient " 
meant  prima  fade  sufficient,  or  whether  I  rejected  it.  I  think  it 
would  be  the  same  in  this  particular  case ;  but  as  the  matter  is 
one  of  importance — a  matter  of  general  interest — and  affects  other 
companies  besides  this,  and  having  formed,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  an  opinion  upon  the  meaning  of  the  section  (though  I 
do  not  consider  it  necessary  in  order  to  support  my  present  judg- 
ment), I  think  it  right  to  express  that  opinion.  Hy  opinion  is 
that,  taking  the  two  sections  together,  and  always  excepting  any 
question  of  fraud,  as  to  which  I  desire  it  to  be  understood  that  I 
reserve  my  opinion,  the  certificate  is  intended  by  the  Legislature 
to  be  condusive  on  the  landowner.  It  was  not  intended  to  allow 
every  landowner  on'  the  line  to  decide  the  question  as  to  whether 
sufficient  capital  had  been  subscribed.  What  was  meant  was  this, 
that  the  Legislature  would  appoint  a  competent  tribunal  to  decide 
that  question,  and  that  the  certificate  of  that  tribunal  should  be 
final,  always  assuming  that  it  was  obtained  without  £raud.  That, 
I  think,  is  the  natural  meaning  of  the  two  sections.   The  evidonoe 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  679. 
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is  to  be  sufficient  for  what  ?    Sufficient  evidence  that  the  pre-       M.  B. 
scribed  sam  has  been  subscribed.    Sufficient  for  what  parpose?        isTS 
Sufficient  for  the  purpose  mentioned  in  the  heading  of  the  section  Ynjom&A 
— ^the  purpose  of  "  the  purchase  of  lands  otherwise  than  by  agree-     ^^^  ^ 
ment."   Besides  that,  we  find  it  is  to  be  done  on  the  application  of  Nbatb  akd 
the  promoters  of  the  nndertaking,  and  the  production  of  ^  such  bau^wat  Co. 
eyidenoe  as  such  justices  think  proper  and  sufficient"  There,  again,        """" 
the  word  "sufficient"  is  nsed  in  its  proper  meaning— sufficient 
evidence  to  prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices  that  the  fact  is 
80.   And  that  is  a  matter  of  righl    It  is  a  judicial  tribunal,  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  to  make  the  certificate  binding  conditionally  is 
altering  the  words,  which  I  have  no  right  to  do. 

I  need  hardly  mention  that,  by  a  subsequent  Act  of  Parliament, 
in  certain  cases  of  which  this  is  one,  the  certificate  of  a  single 
stipendiary  magistrate  was  substituted  for  that  of  the  justices. 

Now,  that  being  the  state  of  matters,  the  first  contention  raised 
before  me  was  that  the  word ''  sufficient,"  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
which  is  not  alleged  in  this  case,  has  the  meaning  which  I  will 
proceed  to  notice.  The  parties  believed  themselves  to  have  ob- 
tained sufficient  evidence,  and  obtained  the  usual  certificate  from 
the  magistrate,  who  states  precisely  the  evidence  produced  to  him, 
and  on  that  they  proceeded  to  issue  their  notices ;  and  I  am  told 
that,  because  they  made  a  mistake  (if  they  did  make  a  mistake) 
as  to  the  effect  of  certain  documents,  all  that  is  to  go  for  nothing. 
Now  I  was  referred  to  a  decision  which,  I  was  informed,  decided 
that  the  word  **  sufficient "  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  meant  primA 
fade  sufficient.  The  decision  in  question  is  a  case  of  Barrachugh  v. 
Qreenhouffh  (1).  On  turning  to  that  decision  I  find  that,  so  far  from 
80  deciding  that  the  word  **  sufficient "  did  not  mean  sufficient,  all 
that  the  Judges  decided  was  that  in  that  case  it  meant  aufficient 
to  produce  before  the  jury,  the  purpose  not  being  expressed,  and 
therefore  was  prima  faeie  evidence  only.  But  they  came  to  that 
condnsion,  not  on  the  wording  of  a  section  like  this  standing 
alone,  but  coupled  with  another  section  which  stated  what  evidence 
should  be  conclusive  in  every  case.  They  contrasted  the  word 
''  conclusive  "  nsed  in  the  one  case  with  the  word  ^'  sufficient " 
used  in  the  other,  and  they  came  to  the  conclusion,  on  a  oompari* 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  612. 
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M.  B.'      son  of  the  two  sections,  that  the  word  **  sufficient  **  was  not  nsed  in 

1878        the  sense  of  "  conclnsiye  *'  as  regarded  that  particular  matter — a 

YnALjmx  ^^^^^  therefore,  not  necessarily  applying  to  this  case,  like  nineteen 

iBON  Oo.     out  of  twenty  cases  cited  on  the  construction  of  wills,  when  on  the 

Neath  akd   construction  of  a  certain  will,  on  certain  words,  Judges  have  come 

BailwatCo.  ^  ^^^  conclusion  that  those  words  haye  a  particular  meaning ;  and 

— '        it  is  attempted  to  be  proyed  that  similar  words — ^not  the  same 

words — ^must  necessarily  haye  the  same  meaning  in  another  will. 

But  of  course  that  does  not  conclude  the  matter  here^  because  I 

haye  now  to  examine  whether,  assuming  the  Plainti£b  to  be  right 

that  the  word  '' sufficient"  is  to  be  taken  to  be  primd  fade,  the 

primA  faeie  eyidence  produced  has  been  completely  destroyed. 

Now,  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  makes  a  document  prima 
facie  eyidence  of  a  fact,  those  who  say  it  is  not  a  iact  at  least  must 
proye  most  clearly  the  negatiye ;  but  in  this  case  it  is  remarkable 
that,  while  the  Plaintiff  company  allege  at  the  Bar  that  there  was 
no  subscription  contract,  they  haye  not  produced  a  single  bit  of 
eyidence  in  support  of  that  assertion.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is 
the  Act  of  Parliament  itself,  the  4th  section  of  which  clearly  shews 
that  there  has  been  a  subscription  contract,  for  it  incorporates  the 
persons  who  had  already  subscribed  to  the  undertaking,  as  well  as 
those  who  should  hereafter  subscribe. 

I  am  of  opinion,  from  that  recital,  coupled  with  what  we  know 
of  the  practice  of  committees  in  those  days,  that  there  was  a  sub- 
scription contract^  though  I  cannot  tell  what  its  contents  were. 
There  may  be  yery  good  eyidence  of  the  contractor  not  haying 
the  slightest  notion  of  paying  for  the  shares — ^that  he  intended  to 
take  them  in  payment  for  the  works— but  there  is  no  eyidence 
whateyer  that  certain  persons,  friends  or  nominees  of  the  con- 
tractor, including  probably  the  contractor  himself,  did  not  ezecate 
a  proper  subscription  contract  Therefore,  there  being  good  prima 
faeie  eyidence  that  they  did,  and  no  eyidence  the  other  way,  I  am 
asked  to  say  that  the  proyisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  were 
not  complied  with.  All  I  can  say  is,  that  is  not  my  yiew  of  the 
proyince  of  a  Judge.  He  is  not  to  act  on  conjecture ;  he  is  not  to 
imagine  that  parties  did  not  take  all  those  requisite  steps  which 
were  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  justify  their  proceedings ; 
#  and,  in  the  absence  of  eyidence  in  any  way  to  rebut  or  control  this 
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jjrtma  facie  eyidence,  J[  must,  of  course,  give  dae  weight  to  the       H.  B. 
j>nma  fade  evidence.    Therefore,  if  there  were  nothing  more  in       1973 
the  case,  I  should  be  compelled  to  hold,  as  I  do  hold,  that  all  the  YarAiYFEBA. 
necessary  requisites  were  complied  with.  ^^^  ^• 

That  being  so,  the  two  objections,  in  my  opinion,  &iL    The  pro-  Nsath  and 
ceedings  of  the  company  were  regular,  and  cannot^  as  I  consider,  Sailwat  Go. 
be  impeached.    It  only  remains  for  me  to  dismiss  this  bill  with 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff  Company :  Mr.  W.  M.  Eacon^  agent 
for  Mr.  Charles  Norton,  Swansea. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Company :  Messrs.  Bean  dk  Taylor. 


SACKVILLE  V.  SMYTH.  vl  b. 

[1873    S.    87.]  1878 

Wm— Mortgaged  EOaU— Direction  for  Pagmsnt  of  Debt&^Exoneration^  Specific      -P^*  ^^' 
Devia^-^Locke  King's  Act  (17  db  18  Viet,  e.  113);  30  <6  81  Viet,  c  69. 

A  testator,  who  was  entitled  to  an  estate  subject  to  a  mortgage,  devised 
part  of  it  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  for  life,  and  the  remainder  to  his 
resiinary  devisee,  and  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  [subject  to  debts,  and 
-directed  that  the  deficiency  should  be  charged  on  his  residuary  real  estate : — 

Beldf  that  no  contrary  or  other  intention  was  shewn  within  the  meanix^ 
of  Locke  King's  Act,  so  as  to  exonerate  the  widow's  life  interest  firom  keeping 
down  a  proportionate  part  of  the  interest  on  the  mortgage. 

Broumson  v.  Latnunce  (1)  questioned. 

William  SMYTH,  by  his  wiU,  dated  the  22nd  of  March,  1864, 
^eyised  his  mansion  and  all  other  his  real  estate  to  the  use  of  the 
Plaintifis;  as  to  his  mansion,  in  trust  to  permit  his  wife,  during 
her  life  or  widowhood,  to  reside  in,  occupy,  and  enjoy  it,  but  not  to 
let  or  demise  the  same ;  and  as  to  his  said  mansion,  subject  to  the 
said  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  and  as  to  all  other  his  real 
•estate,  subject  to  his  mother's  jointure  and  as  therein  mentioned, 
upon  trust  for  his  brother,  Christopher  Smyth,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  his  nephew  Christopher  for  life,  with  remainders  over. 
And  the  testator  thereby  gave  the  trustees  a  power  of  sale  and 
•exchange  over  the  real  estate  thereby  devised,  except  the  mansion, 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  £q.  1. 
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M.  B.      and  directed  that  the  trustees  should  apply  the  moneys  to  arise  by 

1878       such  sale,  or  to  be  paid  for  equality  of  exchange,  towards  the  dis- 

Sacktilud    charge  of  incmnbrances.    And  the  testator  gave  divers  legacies, 

Bmtth.      ^^^  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate,  subject  to  the  pay- 

ment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  to  his 

brother  Christopher  ;  and  provided  that^  in  case  his  residuary  pei^ 
sonal  estate  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  his  debts  and  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses  and  legacies,  then  and  in  such  case  all  his 
real  estate,  except  his  mansion,  should  be  charged  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and 
legacies,  as  his  residuary  personal  estate  should  be  insufficient  to 
pay ;  and  he  authorized  his  trustees  to  borrow  any  sum  of  money 
which  might  be  required  to  make  up  such  deficiency  on  the  security 
of  his  real  estate,  except  his  mansion,  by  way  of  mortgage. 

The  testator  died  in  March,  1872.  At  the  date  of  the  will  the 
mansion  and  parts  of  the  real  estate  were  subject  to  certain  mort- 
gages, which  were  paid  off  in  May,  1865,  out  of  a  sum  of  £20,000 
then  raised  by  the  testator  by  a  mortgage  of  the  29th  of  May,  1865,. 
of  the  mansion  and  other  hereditaments.  The  last-mentioned 
mortgage  debt  was  subsisting  at  the  time  of  the  testator  s  death. 

The  bUl,  to  which  the  son  and  nephew  and  widow  were  Defen- 
dants»  prayed  that  it  might  be  determined  and  declared  whether, 
under  the  17  ft  18  Vict.  c.  113,  and  the  Acts  amending  the 
same,  the  lands  and  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  mort- 
gage security,  dated  the  29th  day  of  May,  1865,  were,  as  between 
the  persons  claiming  through  or  under  the  testator,  primarily  liable 
to  the  payment  of  the  said  mortgage  debt  of  £20,000  and  interest, 
or  whether,  as  between  such  persons,  the  personal  estate  of  the 
testator  not  specifically  bequeathed,  and  not  applied  or  applicable 
in  payment  of  the  testator's  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses* 
and  debts  (other  than  the  said  mortgage  debt),  ought  to  be  applied 
by  the  Plaintiffs,  so  fisir  as  the  same  would  extend,  in  reduction  o£ 
the  said  mortgage  debt  and  interest  in  exoneration  of  the  said 
devised  estates  and  hereditaments. 

Mr.  JTry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber^  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Sir  jR.  BaggdUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Chapman  Barber^  for  the  te9* 
tator's  brother,  Christopher  Smyth. 
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Mr.  SotUhgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Borrett,  for  the  testator's  widow : —       m.  B. 

The  testator's  mansion-house  is  specifically  devised  in  trust  for       ^873 
the  benefit  of  the  widow  during  her  life  or  widowhood ;  the  rest    Sackthxk 
of  the  real  estate  goes  under  the  residuary  devise.    This  is  a  sufiS-      smtth. 
dent  indication  that  the  part  of  the  estate  specifically  devised 
shall  not  be  primarily  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt, 
even  if  the  will  had  not  contained  a  direction  to  pay  the  debts  out 
of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  and  that  they  should  be  charged 
on  the  residuary  real  estate  in  case  the  personalty  should  prove 
deficient. 

In  Browmon  v.  Lawrance  (1),  where  the  owner  of  an  equity  of 
redemption  specifically  devised  one  estate  and  left  the  other  to 
pass  by  a  residuary  devise,  it  was  held  by  Lord  BomiUy  that  he 
thereby  signified  a  "  contrary  or  other  intention  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  Locke  King^s  Act,  so  as  to  make  the  estate  which  passed  by 
the  residuary  devise  primarily  liable  for  the  whole  of  the  mortgage 
debt. 

We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  widow's  life  interest  in  the  man- 
sion-house should  be  exonerated  from  the  payment  of  the  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  interest  on  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  Whitehead^  for  Christojlher  Smyih,  the  testator's  nephew. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.R.  :— 

I  can  find  in  this  will  no  contrary  or  other  intention  within  the 
meaning  of  the  exception  in  Locke  King^s  Act.  It  has  been  enacted 
that  a  general  direction  for  payment  of  debts  out  of  personal  estate 
shall  not  be  deemed  to  exonerate  mortgaged  properties,  and  what 
is  there  in  this  case  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule  ?  If  I  were 
to  decide  otherwise,  I  should  have  to  hold  that  every  devise  of  a 
life  interest  in  real  estate  was  an  expression  of  a  contrary  inten- 
tion. It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  Locke  King^B  Act  was  intended 
to  apply  as  between  specific  and  residuary  devises  in  the  way  it 
was  held  to  apply  in  Broumson  v.  Lawrance. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Markby,  WUde,  &  Burra;  Mr.  Q.  H.  Fishet-. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  1. 
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M.  B.  In  re  NETHER  STOWEY  VICARAGE. 

1873 

.^.^^         Land  Tax — Bedemption — Sale  of  La^ds — Investment  of  Surplus — Proceeds  of 

Dec  13.  Sale — Repairs  and  Improvements — 42  Oeo,  3,  c.  116,  «.  100. 

The  Land  Tax  Bedemption  Act  (42  Geo.  3,  c.  116),  8.  100,  proyides  that 
surplus  moneys  arising  from  a  sale  made  to  redeem  land  tax  may  be  applied 
in  the  discharge  of  any  debt  affecting  the  hereditaments,  the  land  tax  where- 
on shall  have  been  redeemed,  or  may  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  other 
lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like  uses : — 

Held^  that  where  a  portion  of  the  glebe  lands  of  a  vicarage  had  been  sold 
to  redeem  the  land  tax,  the  surplus  moneys  could  not  be  applied  towards 
repairs  and  improvements  of  the  vicarage  house. 

In  1797  part  of  the  glebe  lands  of  the  Vicarage  of  Nether  Staweg 
were  sold  for  the  purpose  of  redeeming  the  land  tax.  After  this 
object  had  been  effected  a  surplus  remained,  which  had,  pursoant 
to  the  Land  Tax  Acts,  been  invested  in  consols  and  transferred 
into  Court,  and  the  dividends  thereon  had  been  paid  to  the  suc- 
cessive vicars  of  the  parish. 

The  present  vicar  now  presented  a  Petition,  stating  that  he  had 
expended  £300*  of  his  own  moneys  in  repairing  the  vicarage 
house  and  increasing  the  accommodation  thereof;  that  sach 
alterations  had  been  made  with  the  sanction  of  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese  and  the  patrons  of  the  living,  and  while  increasing  the 
healthiness  and  comfort  of  the  house  would  not  tend  to  make  it 
more  expensive  to  live  in  or  more  burdensome  than  formerly  to 
the  vicar ;  and  praying  that  he  might  be  recouped  the  £300  out  of 
the  fund  in  Court. 

By  the  statute  42  Geo.  3,  c.  116,  s.  100,  surplus  moneys  arising 
from  a  sale,  mortgage,  or  charge  made  for  the  purpose  of  redeem- 
ing land  tax,  may  be  applied,  under  the  direction  and  with  the 
approbation  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  "  in  the  discharge  of  any 
debt  or  debts,  or  parts  thereof,  affecting  the  manors,  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  the  land  tax  charged  whereoa 
shall  have  been  so  redeemed,  or  where  the  same  shall  not  be  so 
applied,  then  the  same  shall  be  laid  out  and  invested,  under  the 
like  direction  and  approbation,  in  the  purchase  of  other  manors, 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  shall  be 
conveyed  and  settled  to,  for,  and  upon  such  and  the  like  uses' 
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trostSy  intents  and  purposes,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  the       M.  B. 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  which       1873 
shall  be  so  sold,  mortgaged,  or  charged  as  aforesaid  stood  settled       jj^ 

and  limited,  or  snch  of  them  as  at  the  time  of  making:  such     ^^^'I'heb 
'  ^    ^  ®  Stowey 

conyeyance  and  settlement  shall  be  existing  undetermined  and    Yioabagb. 
<!apable  of  taking  effect." 

Mr.  Biidcoek^  for  the  Petition,  stated  that  there  was  no  reported 
case  in  which  such  an  application  had  been  sanctioned  under  the  Act 
42  Geo.  3,  c.  116 ;  but  similar  applications  had  been  sanctioned 
under  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Ad^  1845,  the  terms  of 
which  did  not  materially  differ  from  the  Act  under  consideration. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  Be  Incumbent  of  Whitfield  (1),  the  money  paid 
in  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  had  been  applied  in  building  a 
new  vicarage  house.  In  Ex  parte  Beetor  of  Shipton  (2)  the  pur- 
chase-money of  a  portion  of  glebe  land  taken  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act  was  laid  out  in  erecting  farm  buildings  on  the  re- 
mainder. In  Ex  parte  Beetor  of  Welboumy  before  Lord  BomiUy  on 
the  18th  of  April,  1868,  the  purchase-money  for  glebe  land  taken 
by  a  railway  company  was  applied  in  rebuilding  the  rectory  house. 

Dfr.  FiseheTy  Q.C.,  for  the  patrons  of  the  living,  supported  the 
application. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.R,  said  that  the  Act  of  Parliament  under 
which  the  present  application  was  made  was  perfectly  plain.  The 
fund  nught  be  laid  out  either  in  discharging  incumbrances  affect- 
ing the  land  or  purchasing  other  lands,  but  the  present  application 
was  for  neither  of  those  purposes.  As  to  the  cases  cited,  it  was 
doubtful  how  far  they  could  be  treated  as  binding  authorities,  hav- 
iBg  regard  to  the  cases  of  JB^  Bummer's  Will  (3)  and  BrunsJciU 
T.  Caird  (4)  ;  but  at  all  eyents  they  were  decisions  under  another 
Act  of  Parliament^  and,  moreover,  only  shewed  that  the  Court 
had  sanctioned  the  expenditure  of  money  in  erecting  new  build- 
ings, whereas  the  present  application  was  merely  to  sanction 
repairs  of  an  old  building.    The  Petition  must  be  dismissed. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Vizard^  Crowder,  <fe  Co. 

(1)  IJ.  &  H.  610.  (3)  2  D.  J.  &  S.  515. 

(2)  19  W.  B.  649.  (4)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  49S. 
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v.^  M.     UNITED  LAND  COMPANY  v.  GREAT  EASTERN  RAIL- 
1873  WAY  COMPANY. 

^*°!ll^-  [1872    U.    14.] 

Railway  Company-^Bighi  of  Way — Level  Oroning-^Effed  of  Change  in  Cm- 

ditian  of  Land, 

A  railway  company  taking  land  compulsorily  contracted  to  make  com' 
munications  by  level  croBsings  between  two  severed  portions  of  an  estate. 
The  estate  then  consisted  of  marsh  or  mud  land,  and  was  subject  to  a  statu- 
tory prohibition  against  being  built  upon.  The  prohibition  having  been 
afterwards  removed,  and  the  land  becoming  applicable  for  biiilding  pur- 
poses:— 

Eddy  that  a  right  of  way  over,  under,  or  across  a  railway  was  ^Ttma/acif 
general,  and  not  restricted  to  purposes  to  which  the  land  was  applicable  al 
the  time  the  right  arose,  and  the  right  being  unrestricted  in  tenns  gave  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  the  land  the  use  of  the  level  crossings  for  all  pur- 
poses connected  with  houses  or  buildings  subsequently  erected  or  to  be 
erected  on  the  estate,  but  not  so  as  to  obstruct  the  proper  working  of  tbe 
railway. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  Oreai  Eariem  BaSway  Company  from  obstruct- 
ing the  Plaintiff  company  in  using  certain  level  crossings  over 
their  line  at  Harwich. 

In  the  year  1847  the  Eadem  Union  BaUway  Company ^  after- 
wards absorbed  by  the  Oreat  Eastern  BaUway  Company^  were 
empowered  to  make  a  railway  from  Manningtree  to  Harwith. 

At  or  near  Martoieh  the  company  were  empowered  to  carry  their 
line  over  certain  land  of  Her  Majesty,  then  forming  part  of  the 
bank  and  foreshore  of  the  river  Stour^  which  was  of  a  marshy 
character,  and. used  only  for  the  purpose  of  grazing  cattle.  The 
land  had  originally  been  acquired  under  an  Act  of  Parliament  in 
the  reign  of  Queen  Anne  for  the  purposes  of  defence,  and,  as  being 
within  the  range  oCa  fort  then  existing,  was  subject  to  a  statutory 
provision  against  being  built  upon. 

The  Act  under  which  the  railway  was  made  contained,  by  sect. 
19,  the  following  provision :  **  And  be  it  enacted,  that  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  the  said  company  to  make  any  deviation  from  tbe 
main  line  of  the  said  railway,  as  laid  down  in  the  plans  herein 
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mentioned  or  referred  to,  through  the  lands  of  Her  Majesty,  without    V.-O.  M. 
the  previous  consent  in  writing  of  two  of  the  Commissioners  for       1878 
the  time  being  of  Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  Land  Bevenues,      "Csmo 
Works,  and  Buildings,  first  had  and  obtained,  any  line  of  deviation    ^^^  ^* 
shewn  on  the  said  plans  or  otherwise  to  the  contrary  notwithstand-      Oreat 
ing ;  and  the  said  company  shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required,  at  Railwat  Co. 
their  own  costs  and  charges,  to  make  and  construct  such  convenient       *^ 
communications  across,  over,  or  under  the  said  railway,  where  it 
shall  be  carried  through  or  over  the  lands  of  Her  Majesty,  as  shall, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being  of  Her 
Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  Land  Revenues,  Works,  and  Buildings, 
be  necessary  for  the  convenient  enjoyment  and  occupation  of  the 
lands  of  Her  Majesty,  and  such  communications  when  so  made 
fihall  at  all  times  be  kept  in  good  order  and  repair  by  and  at  the 
expense  of  the  company." 

The  railway  company,  being  desirous  of  carrying  out  their  works, 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Crown,  represented  by  the 
<3ommissioiieiB  of  Woods,  Forests^  and  Land  Bevenues,  which  was 
dated  tho  25th  of  February,  1854,  which,  after  determining  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  land,  contained  the  following  clause : — 

*'The  said  company  shall  and  will  at  their  own  expense  well 
and  sufficiently  executo  the  following  works  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  said  Charles  Alexander  Oore^  or  other  commissioner  or  com- 
missioners for  the  time  being :  Four  level  crossings  at  the  points 
marked  respectively  with  the  letters  A,  B,  C,  and  D  on  the  said 
plan,  with  proper  approaches  thereto  from  the  lands  on  the  other 
side  thereof,  the  crossings  at  the  said  points  A,  C,  and  D  to  be 
thirty  feet  in  dear  width,  and  the  crossing  at  the  said  point  B  to 
•be  twenty  feet  in  clear  width." 

• 
This  agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  a  conveyance  dated 

the  23rd  of  May,  1865. 

The  railway  was  made  and  opened  for  traffic,  and  the  level 
crossings  provided  for  by  this  agreement  were  constructed  in 
accordance  therewith,  except  that  the  width  of  the  openings  was 
something  less  than  had  been  agreed  upon. 

By  a  deed  of  the  2nd  of  May,  1866,  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  Mr.  Oore,  as  Commissioner  of  Woods,  Forests,  and 
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y.-O.  M.     Land  BevenueB,  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  and  a  company  called  the 

1878        Harwich  Harbour  Oompant/,  for  the  sale  to  the  Harwich  Harbour 

UznrxD      Comfcmy  of  part  of  the  Crown  lands  between  the  railway  and  the 

LakdCo.    river,  conditionally  on  an  Act  being  obtained  by  the  company, 

Great      \^hich  they  were'  then  applying  for  and  afterwards  obtained  under 

Bailway  Co.  the  title  of  *^  The  Harwich  Harlowr  (Reclamation  of  Land)  Ady 

1866/'  and  the  deed  provided  for  the  use  by  the  company  of  two 

roads  crossing  the  railway  by  two  of  the  level  crossings  constructed 

by  them  under  the  agreement  of  the  25th  of  February,  1854. 

The  Harwich  Harbour  Company  were  unable,  in  some  particulars,, 
to  complete  the  last-mentioned  agreement,  and  by  an  indenture  of 
the  1st  of  November,  1871,  their  rights  and  interests  in  the  oontrftct 
with  the  Crown  were  vested  in  the  Plaintiff  company.  The  sta- 
tutory prohibition  against  building  on  this  land  having  been 
removed,  it  had  been,  previously  to  the  execution  of  this  deed,  laid 
out  in  building  plots  by  the  Harivich  Harbour  Company,  and  a 
number  of  plots  had  been  taken  and  a  considerable  number  of 
houses  had  been  built  thereon,  and  others  were  in  course  of  build- 
ing.  The  roads  in  question,  with  the  level  crossings,  formed  the 
only  means  of  conmiunication  for  the  occupants  of  the  houses  with 
the  rest  of  the  country. 

The  railway  company,  however,  objected  to  the  use  of  the  leyel 
crossings  by  the  tenants  of  the  houses,  and  on  the  Ist  of  December, 
1871,  they  sent  to  the  secretary  of  the  Plaintiff  company  a  notice, 
signed  by  their  solicitor,  in  the  following  words : — 

''  The  attention  of  the  directors  of  the  Oreat  Eastern  BaUway 
Company  has  been  called  to  a  prospectus  or  notice  headed  '  Ar- 
wich  Eelate,  Essex  {East)y  close  to  the  Qreai  Eastern  Bailway 
Siationy  Freehold  Building  Plots,' — intimating  the  offer  by  the 
'  United  Land  Company  (Limited) '  to  purchasers  of  freehold  build- 
ing plots  of  land  adjoining  the  Chreat  Eastern  Bailway  at  Hanciehy 
and  also  to  a  sketch  plan  presumably  referred  to  in  such  prospec- 
tus or  notice.  The  plan  shews  two  level  crossings  from  the  Dover^ 
court  Boad,  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  railway,  to  two  intended 
new  streets  on  the  westerly  side  of  the  railway,  to  be  constructed 
in  connection  with  the  laying  out  of  the  land  on  the  said  westerly 
side  for  building  purposes.  The  notice  also  intimates  that  two  of 
the  streets  *  will  form  a  direct  communication  between  the  Bath  Side 
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and  the  Doverecurt  Boad!  I  am  instructed  to  gire  you  notice  that  V.-o.  M. 
the  Qreai  Eastern  Bailway  Company  will  not  permit  the  leyel       1873 

crossings  aforesaid  to  be  used  by  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  any  xtnittd 

houses  to  be  erected  on  the  said  land  on  the  westerly  side  of  the  ^^^°  ^• 

railway.'*  Grkat 

Eastebn 

The  railway  company  also  put  up  the  following  notice  at  one  of       

the  crossings : — ''  Oreal  Eastern  BaUway.  Take  notice  that  there  is 
no  Public  Thoroughfare  on  the  crossing.  By  Order. — J.  B.  Owen, 
Secretary." 

The  present  bill  was  then  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  company,  pray- 
ing for  a  declaration  of  the  right  of  themselves,  their  tenants,  and 
under-lessees  and  occupiers  of  the  messuages,  land,  and  heredita- 
ments so  purchased  by  them,  to  the  free  and  uninterrupted  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  level  crossings,  and  each  of  them,  and  for  a  con- 
sequential injunction. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  railway  company  had  caused  obstruc- 
tions by  allowing  loaded  trucks  to  remain  an  unreasonable  time  on 
the  crossings,  and  evidence  was  given  in  support  of  these  allega- 
tions. 

The  Plaintiff  company  moved  for  an  injunction,  but  by  arrange- 
ment the  motion  stood  over  till  the  hearing  on  motion  for  decree, 
on  which  the  cause  was  now  heard. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Tovmsend,  for  the  Plaintiff  com- 
pany:— 

This  case  must  be  treated  just  as  if  the  Crown  were  still  the 
owner  of  the  land  on  both  sides  of  the  railway.  The  Plaintiff 
company  stand  in  the  position  of  having  bought  this  land,  with  all 
the  rights  of  access  to  it  which  the  Crown  might  have  used.  There 
is  no  restriction  in  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  to  the  use  which 
the  Grown  may  make  of  the  level  crossings,  and  the  purchasers 
from  the  Crown  are  entitled  to  the  use  of  them,  either  by  them- 
selves or  by  the  occupiers  of  houses  built  upon  the  land,  as  a 
means  of  communication  between  the  portions  of  land  on  both 
sides  of  the  railway. 

Some  cases  will  probably  be  referred  to  which  go  to  the  point, 
that  where  there  is  a  right  of  way  by  prescription,  the  right  is 
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y.-C.  M.     restricted  to  that  kind  of  user  to  which  the  prescription  extendi. 
1873       Jnst  as  where  there  is  a  footway  by  prescription,  a  right  to  use  it 
U^KD      ^  ft  carriage  way  or  horse  way  cannot  be  gained.    But  these  cases 
^"^^  ^-    rest  upon  prescription,  and  not  upon  grant  or  contract. 
Gbbat  There  are  also  some  cases  depending  upon  grant,  which  may 

Haxlwat  Go.  seem  at  first  sight  in  jGeivour  of  the  Defendants.  Such  as  where  a 
right  of  way  is  granted  to  a  particular  house,  and  it  cannot  be 
used  for  any  other  house.  But  that  is  because  the  right  of  way  is 
in  terms  granted  for  that  particular  house.  Two  such  cases  are  re- 
ferred to  inOale  on  Easements  (1).  One  is  AUan  y.  Ch>mme  (2),  where 
a  grant  of  a  right  of  way  to  a  shed  was  held  not  to  give  a  right  of 
way  to  a  cottage  built  in  lieu  of  the  shed. .  But  Baron  Parker  in 
BJsnning  y.  Burnet  (8),  the  other  case  referred  to,  said  he  did  not 
concur  to  the  full  extent  in  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  AUan  y. 
Oomme.  There  is  also  the  case  of  WiUiama  y.  James  (4),  in 
which  eyen  a  prescriptiye  right  of  way  to  a  field  was  held  to  imply 
the  right  to  cart  hay  stacked  in  the  field,  which  had  been  grown 
partly  in  adjoining  land  to  which  the  right  did  not  extend. 

[The  Vice-Chanoellob  : — Another  principle  is  apparently  ap- 
plicable to  the  case,  that  a  grant  must  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  grantor.  This  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in 
JSotUh  Metropolitan  Cemetery  Company  y.  Eden  (5).] 

No  suggestion  of  inconyenience  to  the  public  by  interference 
with  the  traffic  can  be  set  up  as  a  reason  for  not  performing  the 
contract  made  by  the  company :  Baphad  y.  Thames  VaUey  BaS- 
way  Company  (6). 

Mr.  Pearson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Smart,  for  the  Chreat  Eculem  BaU- 
vfay  Company: — 

At  the  time  this  land  was  taken  by  the  railway  company  it  was 
subject  to  a  statutory  prohibition  against  being  built  upon,  being 
in  fact  required  to  be  kept  free  from  buildings  for  the  purpose  of 
the  defence  of  the  country.  And  whateyer  rights  were  conferred 
upon  the  Harwich  Harbour  Company  were  given  them  subject  to 
this  proyision,  and    must  be  considered  with  reference  to  its 

(1)  3rd  Ed.  p.  291.  (4)  Law  Bep.  2  C.  P.  577. 

(2)  11  A.  &  E.  759.  (5)  16  C.  B.  42. 

(3)  8  Ex.  187.  (6)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  147. 
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existence.    Bearing  this  in  mind,  it  is  evident  that  the  only  means     V.-c.  M. 
of  commnnication  ivhich  could  be  contemplated  were  sach  as  were        1873 
required  for  the  use  of  the  tenants  of  the  waste  or  grazing  lands  on      united 
both  sides  of  the  intended  railway.    The  level  crossings  were  in     ^^^^  ^' 
fact  merely  accommodation  crossings.    There  is  a  great  difference      <3rbat 
between  a  public  road  and  a  private  accommodation  road.    Bat  Kailvat  Go. 
there  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  a  right  of  road  by  grant 
and  one  by  prescription,  because  prescription  presupposes  a  grant. 
The  only  difference  is,  that  where  there  is  a  grant  the  instrument 
creating  it  is  construed  like  any  other  deed,  but  in  the  case  of  a 
prescription  the  grant  is  supposed  to  be  lost. 

Now  the  authorities  determine  that  when  there  is  a  grant, 
its  nature  and  extent  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  In  (hiding  v.  Migginson  (1)  Lord  AUnger  put  the  ease  by 
way  of  illustration,  that  if  a  road  lay  through  a  park,  the  jury 
might  naturally  infer  the  right  to  be  limited,  but  if  it  went  over 
a  common,  that  it  was  a  way  for  all  purposes.  So  in  Ballard  v. 
Dy9on  (2)  it  was  held  that  there  might  be  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way 
to  pass  with  horses  and  carts,  but  not  with  other  kind  of  cattle. 

Here,  in  the  first  place,  all  that  was  contemplated  by  the  Act 
under  which  the  railway  was  constructed,  was  the  making  of  com-^ 
mnnications  between  the  severed  portions  of  the  Crown  land,  and 
the  Plaintiff  company  cannot  entirely  change  the  character  of  the 
land  and  then  say  that  the  communications  required  to  be  made 
for  the  old  condition  of  the  land  may  be  used  for  it  in  its  altered 
state.  There  is  no  suggestion  in  the  Act  of  the  possibility  of  these 
private  occupation  crossings  being  turned  into  public  highways. 
The  word  ''communications''  must  be  understood  in  the  same 
sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  sect.  74  of  the  BaUways  Clauses  Ady 
8  Vict.  c.  20. 

The  extent  of  the  grant  is  determined  by  the  occupation  and 
enjoyment  of  the  land  at  the  time  when  the  level  crossing  was 
made :  WiMiams  v.  James  (3).  So,  also,  in  Ballard  v.  Dyson.  In 
Band  v.  Kingseate  (4),  also,  a  right  of  way  was  held  to  be 
strictly  limited  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  granted,  and  the 
question  was  even  raised,  though  not  actually  determined,  whether 

(1)  4  M.  A  W.  245.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577. 

(2)  1  Taunt.  279.  (4)  6  M.  &  W.  174. 

Vw.  xvir.  N  2 
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* 

V.^.  M.     a  way-leaye  to  a  coal  mine  could  be  used  by  means  of  a  railway. 

1873       Beg.  y.  Brown  (1)  is  a  distinct    aathority  for  the  proposition 

Unnkd      ^t  communications  made  for  agricultural  purposes  must  be 

^^"^"^  ^'    strictly  limited  to  those  purposes.    Allan  v.  Oomme  (2)  is  also  a 

6BB4T      distinct  authority  to  the  same  effect,  and  was  not  overruled  merely 

TL^^Co.  by  a  didum  of  Baron  Parks  in  Hennituf  v.  Bim^  (3).    Having 


regard  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  Cowling  v.  Biggimon  (4) 
and  WiUiama  v.  James  (5)  are  expressly  in  point. 

Mr.  Cotton  commenced  his  reply,  but  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

Sib  K.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

The  point  raised  by  this  case  is  one  of  great  importance  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  who  are,  as  I  understand,  a  building  company,  and 
also  to  the  ChreatEastem  BaUway  Company,  who  say  that  the  rights 
claimed  by  the  Plainti£&,  if  they  exist,  will  cause  great  incon- 
venience to  them.  A  question  of  very  considerable  importance, 
as  I  think,  to  the  public  in  general,  but  at  all  events  to  land- 
owners, is  also  raised,  as  to  what  is  the  effect  of  having  a  conmia- 
nication  under,  over,  or  across  a  railway.  It  happens  in  this  case 
that  the  question  relates  solely  to  a  communication  across  the 
railway  called  a  level  crossing. 

The  question  arises  in  this  way :  The  Clreai  Eastern  BaSwaf 
Company,  under  that  general  name,  has  absorbed  several  other 
companies.  In  the  year  1847  the  Eadem  Union  BaUway  Com- 
pany, having  a  railway  from  London  to  MdnningtreSf  obtained  the 
Act,  which  has  been  so  much  referred  to,  empowering  them  to 
make  a  railway  from  their  line  at  Manningtres  to  Edrwieh.  For 
this  purpose  it  was  necessary  to  take  certain  lands  belongmg  to 
the  Grown.  How  they  had  become  vested  in  the  Crown  it  is 
unimportant  for  me  to  consider,  because  it  is  the  common  case  of 
both  parties  that  the  Crown  at  this  time,  or  at  all  events  subse- 
quently, had  the  power  to  alienate  these  lands.  It  is,  as  we  all 
know,  in  general  necessary  that  a  railway  company  should  hare 
powers  of  deviation,  but  this  Act  contains  some  restrictions  upon 

(1)  Law  Hep.  2  Q.  B.  630.  (3)  8  Ex.  187. 

(2)  11  A.  &  E.  759.  (4)  4  M.  &  W.  245. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577. 
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this  power.    The  company  is  restricted  with  regard  to  the  Crown     V.-G.  IL 
lands  in  a  manner  in  which  it  is  not  restricted  with  regard  to  other        1878 
lands.  Umitkd 

[His  Hononr  then  read  the  19th  section  of  the  Act^  and  con-    ^^^  ^* 
iinued :— ]  Jp™^*^ 

The  communications  required  to  be  made  are  to  be ''  such  as  Bailwat  Go. 
shall,  in  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners  for  the  time  being,        '^^ 
be  necessary  for  the  convenient   enjoyment  and   occupation  of 
the  lands  of  Her  Majesty ;"  and  such  communications  were  made. 

Now,  when  the  future  enjoyment  of  land  is  spoken  of  it  is  not 
usnally  meant  that  it  is  to  be  enjoyed  in  the  precise  mode  or  for 
the  precise  purpose  for  which  it  is  used  at  the  present  time,  but 
in  any  manner  that  subsequent  events  may  render  expedient. 
Nothing  can,  in  my  opinion,  be  more  narrow  than  the  attempt  to 
put  upon  the  language  of  this  Act  of  Parliament  the  construction, 
that  because  the  land  was  used  in  a  particular  manner  at  that 
time  it  most  necessarily  be  used  in  the  same  manner  for  aU  future 
time,  or  actually  be  blocked  out  fix)m  all  communication  with  the 
outer  world.  My  opinion  is  that  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  is,  that  there  was  to  be  such  communication  made  as 
should  be,  as  far  as  practicable,  consistent  with  the  existence  of  the 
railway  on  the  land,  and  would  render  it  as  enjoyable  and  as  firee 
to  be  used  as  if  the  railway  had  not  been  constructed  at  all.  That, 
indeed,  is  the  object  of  all  railway  legislation.  Necessarily,  rail- 
ways cannot  be  made  without  invading  the  rights  of  private 
individuals.  Therefore  all  persons  are  bound  to  submit  their  rights 
to  the  public,  and  those  who  are  most  reluctant  to  part  with  their 
property  axe  obliged  to  do  it  compulsorily  by  Act  of  Parliament. 
But  at  the  same  time  that  the  Legislature  throws  upon  individuals 
the  obligation  of  parting  with  their  land,  it  protects  them,  as  far 
as  possible,  by  obliging  the  company  taking  it  for  the  purpose 
of  constructing  the  railway  to  make  such  communications  as  shall 
either  be  agreed  upon  or  be  prescribed  by  the  particular  Act  of 
Parliament,  or  be  settled  by  the  tribunal  appointed  for  the  purpose. 
Therefore  when  one  part  of  an  estate  is  severed  from  another  by  a 
railway,  it  is  always  a  condition  that  su£Scient  communication 
shall  be  made,  either  over  the  railway  by  a  bridge,  under  the 
-railway  by  an  arcb^  or  across  it  by  a  level  crossing.    Eut  I  appro- 

N2  2 
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.  Y.-a  M.     hend  that  wbatever  be  the  mode  of  commnuicationy  the  object  ia^ 

1873       that  the  rights  of  the  landowner  shall  be  in  no  way  prejudioed, 

UNmcD      except  so  far  as  is  required  for  the  aetaal  construction  of  the  railway. 

Lahd  Co.    q^  j[g  ^Q  h^ye  as  much  enjoyment  and  as  free  use  of  his  land  after 

Gbbat      the  railway  is  constructed  as  he  had  before,  so  far  as  the  exercise 

Bailwat  Co.  of  those  rights  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  railway 

"~       company  and  the  rights  of  the  public  in  running  over  the  land^ 

upon  the  railway. 

Now,  this  condition  being  imposed  on  the  company,  they  took 
the  land,  and  the  period  arrived  when  it  was  necessary  for  them 
to  agree  with  the  Crown  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid  for  it.  That 
contract  is  entered  into  by  an  instrument,  which  has  been  referred 
to,  of  the  25th  of  February,  1854.  Now  this  is,  as  I  understand, 
land  which  had  been  to  a  certain  extent  reclaimed ;  some  of  it 
was  mud  land,  which  at  that  time  it  was  thought  highly  impro- 
bable would  ever  be  built  upon.  But  the  changes  are  so  great  in 
the  condition  of  land  that  in  the  course  of  a  few  years  it  might  turn 
out  quite  the  contrary.  At  all  events  this  land  was  vested  in  the 
Crown,  and  the  Crown  had  a  right  to  turn  it  to  the  greatest  pos- 
sible advantage. 

When  the  price  of  land  is  settled  as  between  a  landowner 
and  the  railway  company,  there  are  two  things  to  be  considered : 
first,  the  absolute  value  of  the  land  taken,  and  secondly,  the 
damage  by  severance.  The  damage  by  severance  is  frequently 
greatly  mitigated  by  the  nature  of  the  communications  which  are 
made  between  the  two  portions  of  the  land  severed  by  the  railway. 
If  the  land  is  so  situated  that  a  level  crossing  can  be  conveniently 
made,  the  damage  by  severance  is  comparatively  small,  and  so 
also  if  there  can  be  a  cattle  creep  or  an  arch.  But  if  the  circum- 
stances are  such  that  no  communication  can  be  made,  the  amount 
of  the  damage  is  greatly  increased.  The  nature  of  the  communi- 
cation, therefore,  forms  a  consideration  in  assessing  the  damage  by 
severance,  and  in  this  case,  if  convenient  communications  could  be 
made,  the  price  to  be  paid  to  the  Crown  for  the  land  would  be 
diminished.  All  this  is  taken  into  consideration  in  the  contract 
of  the  25th  of  February,  1854.  [His  Honour  then  read  the  clause 
of  the  agreement  above  set  forth,  and  continued : — 1 

Now  it  is,  I  think,  perfectly  plain  that  if  the  parties  had  con- 
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templated  that  this  land  was  to  be  used  merely  for  the  purpose  of  y.4X  M. 

agricultural  land^  it  would  hare  been  wholly  unnecessary  to  require  isrs 

that  the  crossings  at  three  places  should  be  thirty  feet,  and  at  the  uottod 

other  twenty  feet  wide ;  because  for  the  largest  waggon  used  on  a  ^^*^  ^- 

farm  no  such  width  could  be  required,  &nd  these  dimensions  would  Great 

Eastebk 

be  utterly  useless  unless  the  parties  contemplated  that  this  land  Railwat  Co. 
might  at  some  future  period  be  used  for  building  purposes. 

Then  it  has  been  argued  very  strenuously,  that  when  a  right  of 
way  is  granted  for  one  purpose  it  cannot  be  used  for  another.  I 
quite  agree.  The  law  is  perfectly  settled  that  if  one  man  has  a 
right  of  way  over  the  land  of  another  to  go  to  a  particular  place, 
he  cannot  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  that  place  and  a  place 
beyond  it,  because  the  servient  tenement  is  only  subject  to  a 
certain  use  and  a  certain  inconvenience.  He  has  agreed  that  it 
shall  be  used  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  having  so  agreed,  he  is 
not  bound  to  submit  to  its  being  used  for  any  other  purpose. 

But  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  servient  tenement.  I  cannot  look 
upon  the  railway  as  the  servient  tenement  The  question  is, 
what  is  the  effect  of  land  being  taken  by  a  railway  company  ?  I 
say  again  it  is  an  inconvenience  to  which  the  landowner  is  bound 
to  submit,  but  to  which  he  does  submit  upon  terms  of  making  the 
best  bargain  he  can  with  regard  to  the  price,  and  the  communica- 
tions; and  when  he,  or  the  Legislature  for  him,  has  settled  what 
those  communications  are  to  be,  I  apprehend  the  true  view  of  the 
ease  is,  that  the  owner  has  the  most  unlimited  power  of  using  the 
land  on  either  side  for  any  purpose  to  which  it  may  be  expedient 
at  any  time,  however  distant,  to  apply  his  land. 

So,  even  if  it  were  the  common  case  of  private  use,  I  should 
entirely  concur  in  the  views  expressed  by  Mr.  Baron  Parke  in 
Eenninff  v.  Burnet  (1).  It  is  very  true,  as  Mr.  Pearson  says,  that 
this  dictum  does  not  overrule  Allan  v.  Gamme  (2) ;  but  the  opinion 
he  expresses  is  supported  by  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  BoviU  in 
WiOiams  v.  James  (3),  in  which  both  he  and  Mr.  Justice  Willes 
laid  down  the  same  rule,  that  the  right  of  going  to  land,  unre- 
stricted as  to  purpose,  is  a  right  to  go  to  it  for  any  purpose  what- 
ever.   If,  thereforci  this  were  to  be  regarded  as  a  question  of 

(1)  8  Ex.  187.  (2)  11  A.  &  E.  759. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  577. 


168  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  B. 

y.^.  M.  right  of  way  over  the  land  of  an  individaal,  the  purpose  being 

1878  unrestricted,  the  right  to  the  level  crossing  would  carry  with  it 

XTii^iD  ^he  right  of  using  it  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  buildings  after* 

^^"^^  ^'  wards  erected  on  the*  land. 

Vm 

Gbxat  Now,  this  being  the  contract,  it  is  carried  into  effect  by  a 

Bailwat  Co.  conveyance  executed  by  the  railway  company,  dated  the  23rd  of 
*"^  May,  1865.  The  only  material  circumstance  there  is,  that  it  is 
dear  there  is  no  recital  of  the  fact  of  the  works  having  been  con- 
structed, but  the  contract  itseK  shews  very  distinctly  that  they  had 
been  constructed,  because  the  company  covenant  to  maintain  and 
keep  in  good  repair  and  condition  the  several  works  lately  con- 
structed by  them  on  and  adjacent  to  the  said  land  which  comprise 
those  mentioned  in  the  agreement.  Then  the  level  crossings  have 
been  made,  and  though  it  appears  that  they  are  not  of  the  dimen* 
sions  required  by  the  contract  of  1854, 1  understand  the  Plaintifis 
to  make  no  complaint  on  that  ground,  and  all  that  I  conceive  they 
are  entitled  to  is  the  maintenance  of  the  level  crossings  as  they 
existed  in  1865. 

Upon  these  grounds  it  appears  to  me  that,  on  principle  as  well 
as  upon  contract,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled.  It  appears  so  to  me, 
upon  the  broad  principle,  that  the  Crown  had  the  right  to  use  the 
land  for  any  purpose  to  which  it  could  by  possibility  be  applied, 
and  the  obligation  to  construct  these  level  crossings  was  an  obligar 
tion  to  make  such  conununications  as  would  enable  those  who 
should  erect  buildings  on  these  lands  to  use  them  for  the  purposes 
of  those  buildings,  and  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon  the  contract 
between  the  parties. 

Then  the  railway  company  say  that  this  will  be  inconvenient. 
But  they  were  bound  to  anticipate  the  inconveniences,  and  if  their 
object  was  to  have  a  restricted  use,  they  should  have  contracted 
for  it. 

[EUs  Honour  then  referred  to  the  evidence  on  the  question  of  in- 
convenience, and  concluded  that  it  amounted  merely  to  statements 
of  the  opinions  of  the  contractors,  unsupported  by  facts,  and  con- 
tinued : — ^] 

I  believe  in  this  case  the  level  crossings  can  be  used  with  advan- 
tage to  all  occupiers  of  the  houses  now  btdlt,  or  proposed  to  be 
built,  on  this  land,  without  injuring  the  interests  of  the  railway 
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company,  and  that  in  experience  that  will  be  found  to  be  so.    But  Y.-0.  M. 

that  is  a  matter  into  which  I  cannot  now  enter.  1873 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  established  un^o 

their  right  to  the  declaration  they  ask  for,  with  the  addition  of  the  ^^""^  ^" 

words,  ^but  not  so  as  to  obstmct  the  proper  working  of  the  Gbeat 

.i         „  Eastkbn 

raJlway.  Eailway  Co. 
^   Solicitors :  Mr.  Beiyiry  Smith  ;  Mr.  W.  JET.  Shatv. 


Dee.  11. 


In  re  LIMEHOUSE  WORKS  COMPANY.  v.-C  M. 

COATES'  CASE.  J!!^ 

Company^^Contmct  to  take  Sharee — Memorandum  of  Assodatum — ColkUeral 
Agreement — Fayment  in  Money*8  Worth — Companies  Act^  1867,  «.  26. 

The  25t&  section  oi  the  Companies  Actj  1867,  has  not  altered  the  law 
with  regard  to  the  qncstion  of  what  is  a  good  payment  for  shares. 

The  memorandum  of  association  of  a  company  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  and  carrying  on  the  business  of  C,  was  subscribed  by  him  for 
2500  shares,  which  were  of  £1  each.  It  was  also  subscribed  by  other  persons, 
by  whioh  the  number  taken  amounted  to  6265  out  of  a  total  capital  of  7500 
shares ;  and  the  company  could  only  issue  fresh  shares  by  special  resolution. 
The  articles  of  association  stated  that  an  agreement  had  been  prepared  be- 
tween C.  and  the  company  for  the  sale  of  the  business  to  the  latter  for  £5000, 
of  which  one-half  was  to  be  in  fully  paid-up  shares  of  the  company.  This 
agreement  was  executed  shortly  after  the  registration  of  the  memorandum 
and  articles  of  association,  and  was  filed  with  the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock 
Companies.  As  between  C  and  the  company,  the  shares  for  which  he  signed 
the  memorandum  were  treated  as  being  the  fully  paid-up  shares  which  he 
took  as  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and  he  was  debited  in  the  books  with 
£2500  due  on  the  shares,  and  credited  with  £5000  as  the  price  of  the 
business : — 

Beid^  that  C,  was  entitled  to  treat  the  shares  for  which  he  subscribed  the 
memorandum  as  the  same  shares  as  those  for  which  he  sold  his  business,  and 
that  the  shares  were  paid  for  in  cash  within  the  meaning  of  the  25th  section 
of  tho  Act  of  1867. 

FothergilCs  Case  (I)  and  Spargo^s  Cass  (2)  considered. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  by  the  official  liquidators  of  the  Limehouse 
Works  Company,  Limited,  seeking  to  place  Mr.  Ezra  JenJcs  Coates 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  270.  (2)  Law  Bep.  8  CL  407. 
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y.^.  M.      on  the  list  of  contributories  for  2500  shares  in  the  company,  for 
1873       which  he  had  signed  the  memorandum  of  association. 
CoAraTcASE.     The  objects  of  the  company  as  stated  by  the  memorandum  of 
—       association  were  the  purchase  and  carrying  on  of  certain  busi- 
nesses formerly  carried  on  by  Mr.  Coaiea  at  the  Limehause  Work, 
No.  7,  Oak  Lane,  Limehouse,  under  the  styles  of  the  London 
White  Lead  and  Zinc  Company,  the  London  Wool  Works,  and  tbe 
Limehouee  Works ;  and  it  was  proyided  that  the  capital  of  the 
company  should  be  £7500,  divided  into  7500  shares  of  £1  each. 

The  memorandum  of  association  was  signed  by  Mr.  Coates  for 
2500  shares,  by  three  persons  for  1250  shares  each,  and  by  three 
other  persons  for  five  shares  eacb. 

No.  4  of  the  articles  of  association,  after  stating  that  an  agree- 
ment had  been  prepared  between  Mr.  Coates  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  company  of  the  other  part,  for  the  purchase  by  the  company 
of  Mr.  Coates'  businesses,  and  that  the  company  were  to  pay  a 
rent  of  £500  a  year  for  the  business  premises,  with  an  option  of 
buying  Mr.  Coates'  interest  therein  for  £500,  continued  as  fol- 
lows : — "  The  purchase-money  payable  to  the  said  Ezra  Jenks 
Coates  for  the  said  businesses  and  plant  under  the  said  agreement 
is  £5000,  of  which  one  moiety  is  to  be  paid  in  cash  and  the  other 
moiety  in  fully  paid-up  shares  of  the  company.* 
Articles  5  and  6  were  as  follows : — 

''  5.  The  capital  of  the  company  is  £7500,  divided  into  7500 
shares  of  £1  each.  The  written  application  of  any  person  for 
shares  shall  be  deemed  his  acceptance  of  the  shares  (if  any)  allotted 
to  him ;  but,  except  as  aforesaid,  no  person  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
accepted  any  shares  in  the  company  unless  he  shall  haye  testified 
his  acceptance  thereof  by  writing  under  his  hand ;  or  in  case  any 
form  of  acceptance  shall,  for  the  time  being,  have  been  appointed 
by  the  company,  then  in  such  form. 

*'  6.  The  deposit  to  be  paid  on  subscribing  or  applying  for  any 
shares  in  the  company  (other  than  the  shares  to  be  allotted 
under  the  agreement  between  the  said  Ezra  Jenks  Coates  and  tbe 
company)  shall  be  the  sum  of  5«.  in  respect  of  each  share,  and 
the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  allottee  on  the  allotment  of  any 
shares  in  the  company  shall  be  the  sum  of  15a.  in  respect  of  each 
share ;  and  immediately  on  the  inscription  of  the  name  of  the 
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allottee  m  the  register  of  members  as  the  name  of  the  holder  of     y..o.  in 
any  shares,  the  said  sum  shall  become  a  debt  due  to  the  com-       1373 
pany,  and  shaU  be  paid  by  him  accordingly."  Coa^Camb. 

By  article  31  the  company  was  authorized  by  special  resolution 
to  increase  the  amount  of  the  capital  by  the  creation  of  new 
shares. 

The  memorandum  and  articles  of  association  were  dated  the 
28th  of  September,  1870,  and  were  registered  at  the  same  tima 

The  agreement  referred  to  in  the  4th  article  of  association  was 
dated  the  30th  of  September^  1870.    Article  2  was  as  follows : — 

^  The  aggregate  consideration  or  purchase-money  to  be  paid  or 
gi?en  by  the  company  for  the  said  businesses  and  premises  herein- 
before contracted  to  be  sold  shall  be  £5000,  whereof  one  moiety ,  or 
the  sum  of  £2500,  shaU  be  paid  to  the  vendor  in  cash  by  the  fol- 
lowing instalments,  viz.,  the  sum  of  £625  to  be  paid  upon  the 
execution  of  these  presents,  and  the  sum  of  £625  to  be  paid  within 
fourteen  days  after  the  date  hereof,  and  the  sum  of  £1250  to  be 
paid  within  two  calendar  months  after  the  date  hereof,  and  the 
other  moiety  or  sum  of  £2600  shall  be  paid  or  given  to  the  vendor 
in  2500  fully  paid-up  shares  of  £1  each  in  the  company ;  and  the 
company  shall  forthwith,  upon  the  execution  of  these  presents,  allot 
to  the  vendor  the  said  number  of  fully  paid-up  shares  in  the  com- 
pany, and  the  vendor  shall  accept  the  same  in  satisfaction  of  the 
said  moiety  of  the  said  consideration  or  purchase-money." 

Written  applications  were  then  sent  in  by  all  the  persons  who 
had  signed  the  memorandum  of  association,  except  Mr.  Coates,  for 
the  number  of  shares  for  which  they  had  subscribed,  together  with 
the  amount  of  5s'  upon  each  of  such  shares ;  and  at  a  meeting  of 
the  directors  on  the  30th  of  September,  1870,  resolutions  were 
passed  and  entered  in  the  minute  book  allotting  the  shares  for 
vhich  the  written  applications  had  been  sent  in,  and  directing  the 
manager  and  secretary  to  s&nd  to  the  allottees  notices  of  the  allot- 
ments, and  to  request  them  to  pay  the  remaining  159.  per  share 
due  upon  the  shares  allotted. 

At  the  same  meeting  the  agreement  between  Mr.  CocUea  and  the 
company  was  approved  of,  and  on  the  6th  of  October  it  was  filed 
with  the  Begistrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies. 
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Y.-a  H.         Another  ineetiDg  of  the  directors  took  place  on  the  lOih  of 
1873       October,  1870^  at  which  the  following  resolution  was  passed  and 
CoatteTcabb.  ^'^^y  entered  on  the  minutes : — 

^*  That  2500  fully  paid-up  shares  of  £1  each  in  the  company 
be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  allotted  to  Ezra  Jenks  CocUes,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  contract  between  the  said  Ezra  Jenka  Coatea  and  the 
company,  and  bearing  date  the  30th  day  of  September,  1870,  the 
said  shares  being  the  same  for  which  the  said  E.  J.  Coaies  sab- 
scribed  the  memorandum  and  articles  of  association." 

On  the  23rd  of  January,  1871,  750  additional  shares  were  taken 
up  by  one  of  the  parties  who  had  signed  the  memorandum  of 
association,  so  that  in  the  result  7015  shares  out  of  the  total 
capital  of  £7500  were  appropriated. 

The  capital  account  of  the  company,  as  made  out  to  the  30th  of 
June,  1872,  shewed  £2500  entered  on  the  credit  side  as  having 
been  received  from  Mr.  Coatea  on  the  10th  of  October,  1870, 
though  he  never  in  fact  paid  anything  in  cash.  The  cash  account 
credited  him  on  one  side  with  £5000  for  the  sale  of  his  business, 
and  debited  him  on  the  other  side,  under  the  date  of  the  11th  of 
October,  as  follows :— **  To  2500  fully  paid-up  shares,  £2500."  He 
was  also  debited  with  the  instalments  of  the  cash  payments  which 
were  made  for  his  business,  and  a  balance  was  struck  in  his  fitvoor 
for  the  amount  remaining  unpaid. 

No  other  shares  than  those  for  which  Mr.  Coaies  signed  the 
memorandum  of  association  were  ever  allotted  him,  and  no  resolu- 
tion was  ever  passed  for  increasing  the  capital  of  the  company, 
and  there  never  were,  after  the  registration  of  the  company,  2500 
shares  unallotted. 

The  company  having  g^ne  into  liquidation,  it  was  now  sought 
to  place  Mr.  Coatea  on  the  list  of  contributories  for  the  2500 
shares  in  respect  of  which  he  had  signed  the  memorandum  of 
association. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bobinson,  in  support  of  the  motion  :— 

By  signing  the  memorandum  of  association  Mr.  Coatea  bound 
himself  to  take  up  and  pay  for,  in  the  regular  way,  the  shares  for 
which  he  subscribed,  and  nothing  in  the  articles  of  association  can 
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affect  bis  liability :  Denfa  Case  (1).    He  cannot  discbarge  his  lia-     T.-a  M. 
bility  by  a  sabseqaent  agreement  for  the  sale  of  bis  business  to       1873 
the  company.    The  creditors  bad  a  rigbt  to  look  to  tbe  memoran-  Coatbb'  Case. 
dam  of  association  as  indicating  tbe  number  of  sbares  wbicb  bad 
been  taken  np.    Tbe  circumstances  of  this  case  are  exactly  tbe 
same  in  principle  as  tbose  in  Fo{herg%II$  Case  (2).    If  tbe  com- 
pany bad  been  a  success,  Mr.  Coatee  would  bave  bad  a  rigbt  to  an 
allotment  of  an  additional  set  of  2500  sbares ;  and  ibe  fact  tbat 
a  fresb  issue  of  sbares  would  bave  been  required  to  supply  tbe 
leqnisite  number  is  immaterial  wbere  tbere  is  power  to  make  a 
fresh  issue  of  sbares:  JEvam^  Case  (3). 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  Mr.  Eiggins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Methold^  for  Mr. 
Coates: — 

This  case  comes  within  the  principle  of  Spargo*s  Case  (4),  and  is 
distinguishable  from  FothergUTe  Case  on  the  same  grounds.  In 
FothergSTs  Case  tbere  were  two  entirely  distinct  contracts,  and  it 
vas  sought  unsuccessfully  to  connect  them  together.  Here  and  in 
8pargo*s  Case  there  is  really  only  one  transaction.  By  the  articles 
of  association,  the  agreement  between  the  company  and  Mr.  Ooaies 
is  made  binding  on  the  company,  and  it  must  have  been  evident 
to  any  one  dealing  with  the  company  tbat  tbe  contract  could  only 
be  completed  by  treating  the  shares  for  which  Mr.  Coates  signed 
the  memorandum  of  association  as  tbe  same  which  he  took  as 
part  of  the  price  of  bis  business ;  because  the  articles  of  associa- 
tion provided  tbat  tbe  capital  could  only  be  increased  by  special 
resolution,  and  there  was  otherwise  no  sufficient  balance  of  shares 
available.  Moreover,  tbe  accounts  and  dealings  of  tbe  company 
have  always  been  on  the  footing  that  these  were  fully  paid-up 
shares.  Tbe  directors  bad  power  in  Evans'  Case  to  make  a 
further  issue  of  shares,  and  it  appears  from  the  report  that  if  there 
had  been  no  available  sbares  tbe  decision  would  bave  been  the 
other  way.  There  is  no  case  in  which  a  man  has  been  put  on  tbe 
list  of  contributoriea  in  respect  of  non-e2dstent  shares. 

It  is  now  quite  settled  that  tbe  Act  of  1867  does  not  prevent 
any  one  from  paying  for  sbares  for  which  he  signs  the  memo- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  768.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  427. 

(2)  Ibid.  270.  (4)  Ibid.  8  Ch.  407. 
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y.-G.M.     randum  of  association  by  giving  property  or  goods  to  the  com- 

1873       pany  in  exchange :  MatftiarcTs  Case  (1).    Under  the  old  law  it 

CoattiToase.  ^^  perfectly  clear :  In  re  Baglan  Sail  Colliery  Company  (2) ; 

Schroder's  Cow  (3);  ClelancPs  Case(4:);  SuMTs  Case  (5) ;  Jones 

Case  (6). 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply : — 

The  sole  question  is,  whether  Mr.  Ooaies  has  fulfilled  the  obli- 
gation into  which  he  entered  by  signing  the  memorandnm  of 
association.  This  must  be  determined  by  considering  the  state  of 
circumstances  at  the  time  the  memorandum  was  signed.  At  that 
time  there  was  not  a  single  share  allotted^  and  no  subsequent 
arrangement  can  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  question  is, 
whether  there  has  been  such  a  payment  for  the  shares  as  satisfies 
sect.  25  of  the  Companies  Act,  1867. 

Sir  B.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  is  by  no  means  free  from  difficulty.  The  company 
was  a  small  one^  formed  to  carry  on  Mr.  Coates*  business,  and  by 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  for  purchase  the  purchasers  were  to 
pay  one  half  of  the  purchase-money  in  shares.  That  arrange- 
ment was  entered  into  before  the  signature  of  the  memorandum 
of  association.  Of  that  there  can  be  no  question,  because  the 
articles  of  association,  which  were  signed  and  registered  at  the 
same  time,  recite  the  fact  that  such  an  agreement  had  been  pre- 
pared. Mr.  Coates  signed  the  memorandum  of  association  for 
2500  shares.  Other  persons  signed  it  for  other  shares,  and  the 
number  so  signed  for  amounted  altogether  to  6125.  The  memo- 
randum of  association  provided  that  the  capital  shoxdd  consist  of 
£7500,  divided  into  the  same  number  of  shares  of  £1  each.  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  intention  of  Mr.  Coates — the  understand- 
ing of  the  parties — ^was  that  the  shares  for  which  he  subscribed 
were  to  be  fully  paid-up  shares.  But  then  .comes  the  question, 
whether  the  Companies  Act,  1867,  has  been  complied  with,  it  being 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  60.  (4)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  387. 

(2)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  346.  (5)  Ibid.  3  Ch.  119. 

(3)  Ibid.  11  Eq.  131.  (6)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  43. 
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a  matter  of  the  highest  importauce  that  it  should  be  very  strictly    '  Y.-C.  M. 
complied  with*    Now,  the  memorandum  being  perfectly  silent  as       isrs 
to  whether  the  shares  are  folly  paid  up  or  not^  Mr.  Caatea  must  be  coj^^^^Oisr. 
taken  to  be  liable  to  pay  them  up  in  full  unless  he  brings  himself       """" 
within  the  conditions  of  the  25th  section,  which  is  in  these  terms : 
"Every  share  in  any  company  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  have 
been  issued,  and  to  be  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  whole 
amount  thereof  in  cash,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been  other- 
wise determined  by  a  contract  duly  made  in  writing  and  filed  with 
the  Registrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies  at  or  before  the  issue  of 
snch  shares."    It  is,  therefore,  perfectly  competent  for  a  person  to 
sign  a  memorandum  of  association  apparently  for  shares  liable  to 
payment,  proyided  that  before  the  shares  are  issued  a  document 
in  writing  is  executed  and  filed,  proyiding  that  the  shares  shall 
not  be  paid  up  in  full.     Now  I  quite  agree  with  the  argument  of 
the  Bespondents  here  as  to  the  intention  of  complying  with  the 
Act  of  Parliament.    On  the  6th  of  October  the  document  which 
had  been  executed  on  the  30th  of  September  is  duly  registered : — 
[His  Honour  then  read  the  clause  of  the  agreement  above  set 
out,  and  continued : — ] 

It  has  been  argued,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Coaies,  that  under  this 
clause  the  Act  of  1867  is  strictly  complied  with  by  the  registra- 
tion of  this  document  before  the  allotment  which  took  place  on 
the  10th  of  October.  I  quite  agree  that  that  is  the  object,  but  I 
must  observe  that  the  document  fails  in  the  requisite  precision  of 
language  in  not  pointing  out,  as  was  done  by  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  proceedings,  that  the  2500  shares  which  were  to  be  allotted  to 
him  as  free  shares  were  the  same  shares  for  wliich  he  had  signed 
the  memorandum  of  association.  It  has  been  conceded  that  if 
those  words  had  been  added  all  possibility  of  doubt  would  have 
been  removed.  But  there  are  various  grounds  on  which  it  is  main- 
tained that  the  same  shares  must  have  been  intended.  It  is  said 
that  otherwise  there  were  not  2500  shares  left  to  be  allotted,  but 
to  this  ailment  it  is  replied  that,  although  there  was  power  to 
issue  more  shares  prima  faeie,  it  was  to  be  presumed  they  were 
to  be  allotted  to  other  shareholders ;  and  I  think  that  meets  the 
difficulty. 

Now,  although  I  am  satisfied  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
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« 

y.-O.  M.  if  that  had  been  the  only  argnment  which  oould  have  been  brought 
187S  forward  in  favour  of  Mr.  Coates,  I  should  most  probably  hare  felt 
OoATEs*  Gasb.  bound  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  as  a  matter  of  strict  right,  that 
inasmuch  as  every  subscriber  to  the  memorandum  of  aasociation 
of  a  company  must  pay  for  every  share  for  which  he  subscribes, 
unless  he  can  strictly  and  literally  bring  himself  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  25th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad^  1867,  that  Mr. 
CoaieB  has  not  done  either,  and  that  he  must  be  considered  liable 
to  pay  for  these  shares. ' 

But  then  it  is  argued  that,  assuming  that  he  is  bound  to  pay  for 
these  shares,  in  point  of  fact  he  has  done  so.  But  to  this  it  is 
replied  that  all  the  cases  where  payment  "  in  meal  or  malt,"  as 
it  is  called,  has  been  held  to  be  good  payment,  were  decided  with 
reference  to  companies  to  which  the  Act  of  1867  did  not  apply,  and 
that  what  might  have  been  a  good  payment  formerly  may  not  be 
such  now.  I  confess  I  do  not  so  understand  the  Act.  I  quite  see 
the  stringency  of  the  provisions  with  regard  to  the  liability  on 
shares  subscribed  for,  but  I  do  not  understand  that  the  Act  of 
1867  has  made  any  alteration  whatever  with  regard  to  what  shall 
be  good  payment  for  shares  which  have  been  admittedly  sab- 
scribed  for.  K  a  man  subscribes,  as  in  this  case  Mr.  Coates  did, 
for  2500  shares,  he  thereby  incurs  the  liability  to  pay  some  sum  of 
money,  say  £2500,  and  if  in  payment  of  this  sum  he  hands  over 
to  the  company  goods  which  they  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  their 
business,  the  validity  of  the  transaction  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
Act  of  1867 ;  and  I  think  that  no  case  has  occuired  in  which  it 
has  been  held  that  it  would  not  be  considered  as  payment ;  and  I 
take  it  to  be  perfectly  clear  from  all  the  authorities  cited  that 
payment  may  be  made  otherwise  than  by  cash. 

Now  Mr.  Olasse  very  much  urged  FothergUrB  Case  (1)  and  Denfs 
Case  (2).  In  Denfs  Case  the  Lord  Chancellor  considered  that 
there  was  a  liability,  but  he  says  (3) :  **  Now,  if  it  had  been  shewn 
that  this  was  founded  on  anything  equivalent  to  actual  payment, 
I  should  have  been  willing  to  give  effect  to  it  in  accordance  with 
the  case  which  I  have  referred  to,  but  I  can  find  no  trace  of  any* 
thing  of  the  kind.    The  previous  agreements  between  Even  and 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  270.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  768. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  776. 
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the  company  are  all  before  the  Conrt^  and  I  find  that  in  the  par-     y.-a  M. 
ticniar  agreement  referred  to,  which  is  dated  the  19th  of  September,        Y873 
1865,  certain  persons  who  are  subscribers  to  the  memorandam  of  coates'  Oabb. 
association,  being  creditors  of  the  contractor  for  work  and  labour        ~" 
done,  or  money  advanced  for  preliminary  expenses,  in  respect  of 
which  he  had  a  claim  upon  the  company,  are  to  be  paid  what  is 
dae  from  him  to  them  in  paid-up  shares  of  the  company ;  and  I  do 
not  say  that  the  Court  would  not  give  effect  to  such  an  arrangement.** 
There  are  other  passages  in  the  judgment  all  going  to  this,  that 
although  there  must  be  payment  it  is  quite  open  to  the  person  to 
shew  that  there  is  payment^  or  that  there  is  that  which  the  Lord 
Chancellor  says  is  equivalent  to  payment,  not  necessarily  in  money, 
bat  in  money's  worth. 

Then  there  is  8pargo$  Ocue  (1),  which  was  decided  by  the  Court, 
of  Appeal.    There  the  two  Lords  Justices  gave  their  decision  the 
day  after  the  decision  in  Father ffUF a  Case  (2),  in  which  they  had 
taken  part.    Spargo  signed  the  memorandum  of  association  for 
thirty-one  shares,  and  he  was  in  consequence  liable  to  pay  £1550. 
It  does  not  require  the  Act  of  1867  to  shew  that  such  a  person  is 
liable  for  the  amount  for  which  he  subscribes,  and  the  Vice- Warden 
of  the  Stannaries  Court  put  him  on  the  list  of  contributories,  con- 
sidering that  he  had  incurred  a  liability  by  signing  the  memo- 
randum of  association,  which  could  only  be  discharged  by  payment 
m  cash.    But  Spargo  had  also  agreed  to  sell  to  the  company  the 
lease  of  a  mine  for  £2776,  and  in  a  settled  account  they  gave 
him  credit  for  the  £2776  as  against  the  price  of  his  sharea     That 
was  treated  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  as  a  good  paynient.  The  lease 
of  the  mine  was  the  thing  with  which  the  company  was  trading, 
and  80  they  gave  him  credit  for  that,  and  so  here  Mr.  OocUes  was 
to  have  £5000  for  the  business,  of  which  £2500  was  to  be  paid  in 
cash  and  the  other  half  in  fully  paid-up  shares,  and  he  treats 
himself  as  being  fuUy  paid  up,  and  if  he  is  not  fully  paid  up 
under  this  transaction  he  remains  a  creditor  for  the  £2500. 

But  Mr.  Olaste  says  that  the  account  settled  is  of  a  very  dif- 
ferent character  from  that  in  Spargers  Case,  which  begins :  ''  To 
share   capital,    thirty-one    shares,  signed  for  in  memorandum, 
£1550 ;  ditto,  twenty,  taken  at  meeting,  £1000."    Now  I  think  I 
(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Cb.  407.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Cb.  270. 
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y^.  M.  should  be  putting  a  very  illiberal  and  unjoBtifiable  oonstniction  on 
1873  the  account  settled  by  Coatea  if  I  were  not  to  say  that  it  is  pre- 
GoATEs'  Case,  cisely  the  same  in  the  result.  The  account  b^ins :  *'  2500  fully 
paid-up  shares."  He  is  then  charged  with  the  £2500,  and  then 
there  are  the  instalments,  and  so  forth.  Then  he  is  credited  with 
the  £5000  for  the  sale  of  the  business,  and  he  is  debited  with  the 
2500  fully  paid-up  shares,  equal  to  £2500.  Then  there  is  the 
other  payment  in  cash,  and  after  debiting  him  with  the  £2500  and 
all  the  amounts  he  received,  he  remains  a  creditor  for  the  balance. 
I  consider  that  it  would  be  a  very  short-sighted  and  illiberal 
and  unjustifiable  view  of  that  account  to  say  that  the  2500 
shares  there  mentioned  did  not  mean  those  for  which  he  sub- 
scribed, and  which  most  undoubtedly  all  the  surrounding  transac- 
tions shew  they  were  intended  to  be,  although  it  was  not  so 
expressed  in  the  memorandum. 

I  am  well  aware  that  questions  of  liability  in  reference  to  joint 
stock  companies  have  become  most  puzzling,  and  I  do  not  think 
that  this  branch  of  the  law  is  in  a  very  creditable  state.  In  many 
cases  common  sense  and  propriety  are  utterly  set  aside  on  merely 
technical  considerations.  It  is  suggested  here  that  there  is  a  body 
of  creditors  to  be  protected ;  but  these  are  transactions  by  which 
no  creditor  can  possibly  be  deceiyed.  Because,  although  a  creditor 
may  originally  look  at  the  memorandum  of  association,  what  he 
really  ought  to  rely  on  is  the  register  of  shareholders,  kept  in  the 
ofSce  of  the  company.  And  Mr.  Coaies  is  entered  in  the  register 
as  holding  only  fully  paid-up  shares.  They  are  not  in  terms 
stated  to  be  paid  up  in  full,  but  the  form  of  the  register  is  such  as 
to  shew  that  there  is  no  liability  to  any  further  call. 

Now,  though  Spargo'a  Case  (1)  is  the  latest^  there  is  also  the 
case  of  In  re  Baglan  HaU  CoUiery  Company  (2),  in  which  I  took 
a  rather  more  strict  view,  and  thought  there  was  nothing  which 
amounted  to  payment.  But  the  Lord  Justice  CHffard  differed 
from  me  on  that  subject,  and  I  must  take  the  law  from  him.  That 
case  decided  that  where  a  person  signed  a  memorandum  of 
association  for  a  certain  number  of  shares,  and  instead  of  i>aying 
in  money  gaye  property  which  was  to  be  the  means  of  obtaining 
money,  the  giving  money's  worth  was  as  good  as  giving  money, 

(1)  Law  Kep.  8  Ch,  407.  (2)  Law  Bep.  5  Ch.  346. 
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and  the  parties  were  thereby  discharged    from    liability.     In     V.-0.  M. 
Schroder's  Case  (1)  I  held  that  shares  taken  in  a  company  were       1873 
well  paid  for  by  giving  Confederate  bonds,  taking  them  at  the  oqatm^asb. 

market  price  of  the  day  and  entering  them  in  the  account;  and       

in  the  same  way  by  the  delivery  of  tea,  which  was  also  required 
for  the  purposes  of  the  company.  Those  cases  were  before  the  Act 
of  1867,  but  I  hold  that  the  Act  made  no  alteration  as  to  what  was 
good  payment  for  shares  admittedly  taken,  and  upon  which  there 
is  a  liability ;  and  so  I  find  the  Lords  Justices  James  and  Hellish 
held  in  Spargds  Case.  The  Lord  Justice  James  there  says  (2) : 
'<  The  question  turns  upon  what  is  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  25th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1867,  which  we  had  to  con- 
sider very  fully  in  FdhergHTs  Case  (3),  in  which  judgment  was 
delivered  yesterday  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  ourselves.  In  that 
ease  no  doubt  it  was  not  necessary  for  us  to  lay  down  what  would 
amount  to  '  payment  in  cash,'  since  w  e  were  clearly  of  opinion  that 
there  had  not  been  any  payment  of  cash,  or  anything  that  could  be 
called  a  payment  of  cash,  in  that  particular  case ;  but  it  was  said 
bv  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and  we  entirely  concurred  with  him,  that  it 
could  not  be  right  to  put  any  construction  upon  that  section  which 
would  lead  to  such  an  absurd  and  unjustifiable  result  as  this,  that 
an  exchange  of  cheques  would  not  be  a  payment  in  cash,  or  that  an 
order  upon  a  banker  to  transfer  money  from  the  account  of  a  man 
to  the  account  of  a  company  would  not  be  a  payment  in  cash.  In 
troth  it  appeared  to  me  that  anything  which  amounted  to  what 
would  be  in  law  sufficient  evidence  to  support  a  plea  of  payment 
would  be  a  payment  in  cash  within  the  meaning  of  this  provision. 
The  object  of  the  section  was,  I  apprehend,  to  prevent  such  con- 
tracts as  had  been  before  the  Court  in  Pdlatfs  Case  (4)  and 
Endngton's  Case  (5),  in  which  a  man  was  to  take  shares  and  to 
pay  for  them  by  supplying  goods  when  wanted."  Applying  that, 
it  is  perfectly  clear  that  in  this  case  the  company  had  entered 
into  a  contract  which  would  have  justified  their  paying  Mr.  Coates 
£2500  in  cash.  If  they  had  fulfilled  that  contract  they  would  have 
handed  him  bank  notes  or  a  cheque,  which  he  would  have  handed 

(1)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  131.  (3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  270. 

(2)  Ibid.  8  Ch.  411.  (4)  Ibid.  2  Ch.  627. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  511. 
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y-.O.  M.     back  again  in  discharge  of  the  2500  shares  for  which  he  signed 
1873        the  memorandum  of  association.    Nothing  can  be  more  reasonable 

CoATu*  Case.  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  Then  Lord  Justice  JfelM 
•"■""  says  (1):  "I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  gaye  my  opinion  in 
FothergiWs  Case  yesterday  on  the  proper  constmction  of  the 
25th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867.  I  then  stated,  that  in  my 
opinion,  if  the  circumstances  relied  on  would  in  an  action  for  the 
money  due  upon  shares  be  evidence  only  in  support  of  a  plea  of 
accord  and  satisfaction,  this  section  would  preyent  their  being  a 
good  defence ;  but  if  they  would  support  a  plea  ^of  payment^  then 
the  25th  section  did  not  prevent  their  being  a  good  defence. 
In  the  present  case  I  am  of  opinion  that  if  an  action  were 
brought  at  law  for  the  amount  originally  payable  on  these 
shares,  there  would  be  a  valid  defence  under  a  plea  of  payment 
Nothing  is  clearer  than  that,  if  parties  account  with  each  other,, 
and  sums  are  stated  to  be  due  on  one  side  and  sums  to  an  equal 
amount  due  on  the  other  side  on  that  account,  and  those  accounts 
are  settled  by  both  parties,  it  is  exactly  the  same  thing  as  if  the 
sums  due  on  both  sides  had  been  paid.  Indeed  it  is  a  genend 
rule  of  law  that  in  every  case  where  a  transaction  resolves  itself 
into  paying  money  by  A,  to  £.,  and  then  handing  it  back  again  by 
B.  to  il.,  if  the  parties  meet  together  and  agree  to  set  one  demand 
against  the  other,  they  need  not  go  through  the  form  and  ceremony 
of  handing  the  money  backwards  and  forwards." 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  transaction  by  which  credit 
was  given  to  Mr.  Coates  for  the  value  of  his  business  is  precisely 
the  same  as  giving  Spargo  credit  for  the  value  of  his  leasa  It 
was  settled  in  account,  and  they  would  have  been  justified  in 
handing  the  money  to  him,  and  then  he  would  have  handed  it 
back  to  them  in  payment  of  the  calls  on  the  shares  for  which  he 
had  subscribed  the  memorandum  of  association.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  Mr.  Coaies  is  not  liable  to  pay  anything  upon  these 
shares;  and  when  I  find  that  by  the  resolution  of  the  10th  of 
October,  1870,  the  company  state  that  the  2500  shares  are  the 
same  for  which  he  signed  the  memorandum  of  association,  and  thftt 
there  has  been  before  the  creditors  for  more  than  two  years  a  register 
of  shares  shewing  that  Mr.  Coaies  is  not  liable,  I  am  satisfied  that 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  414. 
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there  are  no  equitable  considerations  which  give  the  creditor  a     V.-C.  M. 
right  to  raise  this  question.    The  application  must  be  refosed,  and        1S73 
both  parties  will  have  their  costs  out  of  the  estate.  CoATiBTcjLai. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Wood  dk  Hare  ;  Messrs.  Bevan  &  WhiUing, 


In  re  EXMOUTH  DOCKS  COMPANY.  v.-o.  M. 

Companies  Act,  lSB2^Winding^p  of  Unregistered  Company — Railway  ^^^ 

Company — Inoorporaiiou  by  Act  of  Parliament,  Nov,  20, 24"; 

Dec,  12. 

The  ezoeption  from  the  power  to  wind  up  unregistered  companies  given  """^ 
by  sectb  199  of  the  Companies  Actj  1862,  of  railway  companies  incorporated 
by  Act  of  Parliament,  applies  only  to  companies  whose  principal  object  is 
the  construction  of  a  railway,  and  therefore  a  company  whose  principal  object 
is  the  constrnction  of  docks  is  not  brought  within  the  exception  by  reason  of 
having^  power  also  to  make  a  branch  railway  for  purposes  connected  with  the 
docks. 

Where,  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  incorporating  a  company,  it  is  stated  that 
the  construction  of  the  works  authorized  by  the  Act  is  of  public  advantage, 
the  Court  will  be  reluctant  to  make  an  order  to  wind  up  the  company,  unless 
it  IS  shewn  that  there  is  no  other  process  by  which  its  difBculties  can  be 
overcome. 

Debenture  holders  of  a  company  being  empowered  by  Act  of  Parliament 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  principal  and  interest  by  the  appointment  of  a 
receiyer  :— 

Held,  that,  until  a  receiver  had  been  actually  appointed  and  had  failed  to 
obtain  payment,  the  Court  would  not,  at  the  instance  of  debenture  holders, 
order  the  company  to  be  wound  up. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  to  wind  up  the  Exmouth  Docks  Company. 

The  company  was  incorporated  by  an  Act  of  the  27  &  28  Vict, 
c.  cccxix.,  intituled,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  construction  of  docks 
and  a  branch  railway  and  other  works  at  Exmouth,  in  the  county 
oi  Devon. 

The  preamble  recited,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  making  of 

docks  and  a  branch  railway  at  Exmovih^  in  the  county  of  Devon, 

would  be  attended  with  local  and  public  advantage,  and  that  the 

branch  railway  would  join  the  Exeter  and  Exmouth  BaUway,  which 

was  worked  by  the  London  and  South-Wesiem  Bailicay  Company , 

and  it  was  expedient  that  the  London  and  SotUh-  Western  Bailuay 
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y.-O.  M.     Company  should  be  empowered  to  enter  into  such  arrangements  as 

\:  1873        were  thereinafter  mentioned  with  respect  to  the  branch  railway. 

'^^  Section  1  of  the  Act  provided  that  its  short  title  should  be  "  The 

'  ^dJSm"     J^'^^*  ^^^  ^^*'  1864,"  and  by  sect.  4  the  name  of  the  com- 

CoMPANT.    pany  was  enacted  to  be  "The  Exmouth  Docks  Company r    By 

sect  2  "  the  works  "  were  defined  to  be  "  the  docks,  railway,  and 

works  of  the  company  to  be  constructed  imder  the  powers  of  the 

Act  in  connection  with  the  said  docks  ;**  and  amongst  other  Acts 

incorporated  with  the  Act  were  the  Railvoays  Clauses  ConsolidaUon 

Ael,  1845,  and  Parts  I.  and  III.  of  the  Bailways  Clauses  Act,  1863. 

After  proyiding  for  the  capital  of  the  company,  the  Act,  by 

sect.  8,  gave  power  to  borrow,  for  the  purposes  of  the  works  thereby 

authorized,  under  certain  conditions,  any  sum  not  exceeding  in  the 

whole  £16,000. 

Sect.  9  was  as  follows : — ^"The  mortgagees  of  the  company  may 
enforce  the  payment  of  the  arrears  of  interest,  or  the  arrears  of 
principal  and  interest,  due  on  such  mortgages  by  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver ;  and  in  order  to  authorize  the  appointment  of  snch 
receiver,  in  the  event  of  the  interest  or  principal  moneys  then  dae 
on  such  mortgages  not  being  duly  paid,  the  amount  owing  to  the 
mortgagee  by  whom  application  for  such  receiver  shall  be  made 
shall  not  be  less  than  one  thousand  five  hundred  pounds  in  the 
whole." 

The  Act  contained  provisions  for  taking  tolls  on  the  railway, 
and  in  a  schedule  the  heads  of  an  agreement  with  the  London  and 
SoyihrWestem  BaUway  Company  for  working  the  branch. 

By  a  subsequent  Act  of  33  &  34  Vict.  c.  cxlii.,  called  "The 
Exmouth  Docks  Act,  1870,"  the  Companies  Clauses  Act,  1869,  was 
incorporated,  and  the  time  for  construction  of  the  works  was 
enlarged. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  14th  of  January,  1865,  made 
between  the  company  and  William  Jackson,  a  contractor,  it  was 
provided  that  all  the  shares  were  to  be  issued  to  the  contractor  as 
fully  paid-up  shares,  in  consideration  of  his  carrying  out  the 
works. 

The  principal  object  for  which  the  company  was  established  was 
the  construction,  maintenance,  and  working  of  docks  at  Exmouihf 
and  the  branch  railway  to  be  made  was  in  fact  merely  a  line 
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aboDt  half  a  mile  long,  running  from  the  station  at  Exmouth  to  the     y.-c.  M. 
docks,  and  intended  to  be  used  exclusively  for  the  purpose  of       igys 
conveying  passengers  and  goods  to  and  from  the  docks.  ^JJ^ 

Mr.  Jackson  took  up  the  shares  according  to  the  agreement,  and    ^"J^^™ 
commenced  the  construction  of  the  works.  Coupakt. 

On  the  30th  of  January,  1867,  five  debentures  of  the  company 
for  £1,000  each  for  five  years  were,  at  the  request  of  Jackson^  the 
contractor,  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  company  to  the  Petitioner, 
Biehard  Tumor,  and  on  the  25th  of  April,  1868,  two  further 
debentures  for  £5000  each  were  also  issued  to  him. 

The  company  had  turned  out  financially  an  entire  failure,  and 
the  interest  on  the  debentures  hiEid  never  been  regularly  paid,  and 
a  considerable  portion  of  it  remained  owing. :  Theprincipalwas 
also  now  due,  and  had  remained  unpaid,  though  a  written  demand 
for  payment  had  been  duly  served  on  the  company,  who  had  in 
fact  no  funds  whatever. 

Mr.  Tumor  therefore  petitioned  aa  a  creditor  to  have  the  com- 
pany wound  up  as  an  unregistered  company  under  the  199th 
section  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1862. 

The  Petition  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  20th  of  November,  and 
the  first  question  raised  was  whether  the  company  was  capable  of 
being  made  the  subject  of  a  winding-up  order,  or  was  within  the 
exception  to  the  199th  section  of  railway  companies  incorporated 
by  Act  of  Parliament. 

Mr.  Olasae,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ChUty,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

The  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  docks  are  the  prinqipal 
objects  of  this  company,  the  branch  railway  being  entirely  sub- 
sidiary, and  intended  only  for  purposes  connected  with,  the  docks. 
The  fact  of  a  company  being  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament 
does  not  prevent  its  being  ordered  to  be  wound  up  under  the 
Companies  Act,  if  it  does  not  come  within  the  special  exception  : 
In  re  Wey  and  Arun  Junction  Canal  Company  (1) ;  In  re  Bradford 
Navigation  Company  (2).  The  Dagenham  Docks  Company  was 
also  ordered  to  be  wound  up.  That  this  is  a  docks  company,  not 
a  railway  company,  is  shewn  by  the  name  of  the  Act  and  of  the 
company.    The  exception  in  sect.  199  of  the  Companies  Ad  can 

(I)  Uw  Bep.  4  Eq.  197.  (2)  Law  Rep.  5  Ch.  600 ;  Ibid.  10  Eq.  331. 
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V.-C.  M.    only  apply  to  a  company  whose  chief  object  is  the  constriiction  of 
1873       a  railway. 


ExMOOTH        Mr.  SigginSy  Q.C., and  Mr.  W.  W.  Karsldke,  for  the  company:— 

CoHPAHT.  This  is  a  railway  company  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament. 
"*  It  is  a  company  one  of  whose  objects  is  the  constraction  of  a  rail- 
way,  and  such  a  company  must  be  considered  as  being  within  the 
purview  of  the  exception.  It  is  within  the  definition  of  the 
BaUway  Clauses  Ads,  1845  and  1863,  and  the  Bailway  Abandon- 
ment Act,  1850,  and  a  warrant  of  abandonment  from  the  Board  of 
Trade  is  a  necessary  preliminary  to  a  winding-up  order.  The 
definition  in  the  Regulation  of  Railways  Act,  31  &  82  Yict  a  119, 
8.  3,  also  bears  out  this  view.  The  creditor  is  entitled  to  take 
nothing  but  the  fruits  of  the  company  as  a  going  concern,  and  this 
is  done  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  the  Petitioner 
knew  from  sect.  9  of  the  special  Act  that  this  was  his  remedy  for 
non-payment  of  the  debentures. 

Mr.  Jaekson,  Q.C.,  for  some  of  the  present  holders  of  shares 
originally  granted  to  Jackson,  the  contractor : — 

The  fact  of  the  incorporation  of  the  Bailway  Clauses  Acts  con- 
cludes the  question.  It  only  applies  to  railway  companies.  A 
railway  company  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament  may  be  de- 
fined to  be  one  with  which  the  Bail  ways  Clauses  Acts  are  incor- 
porated. 

Mr.  Langworthy,  for  other  holders  of  shares  who  were  in  a  simOar 
position,  also  opposed  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply  :— 

There  is  no  definition  of  a  railway  company  in  the  Bailways 
Clauses  Acts  nor  in  the  Bailway  Abandonment  Act,  and  the  ex- 
pression, ^  any  railway  of  a  railway  company,"  used  in  that  Act, 
shews  an  intention  to  make  a  distinction  between  railways  made 
by  railway  companies  and  those  made  by  other  companies.  Adt 
sections  in  the  Bailways  Clauses  Acts  which  may  be  relied  on 
by  the  company  are  similar  to  others  in  the  Dock  Companies  Ad. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  Y.C,  said  that  the  view  he  then  took  was, 
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that  the  company  was  within  the  exceptioni  bat  he  wonid  con-     y.-O.  M, 
sider  the  case  farther,  and  mention  it  again  if  .he  altered  his        ists 


opmion,  j^  ^ 

"       • EXKOUTH 

Docks 

CkMCPAVT. 

Nov.  24.    Sm  R  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

This  is  a  Petition  to  wind  up  an  unregistered  company  under 
sect  199  of  the  Compamea  Act,  1862.  The  objection  was  taken 
that  it  was  a  railway  company  within  the  exception  in  that  sec- 
tion, and  that  there  was  no  power  to  wind  it  up.  I  heard  the 
arguments,  and  intimated  what  opinion  I  then  held,  but  stated 
that  I  had  not  then  finally  decided  the  case,  but  that  the  order 
would  be  in  accordance  with  the  view  I  then  expressed,  unless  I 
8aw  reason  to  change  my  opinion.  I  gave  my  reasons  at  the  time 
for  thinking  that  this  was  a  railway  company  which  could  not  be 
wound  up. 

I  have,  btmevetf  since  then  reconsidered  the  question,  and  I 
now  think  that  Mr.  Ohsse's  arguments  are  well  founded,  and  that 
this  company  must  be  considered  a  dock.company,  and  not  a  rail- 
way company. 

I  must^  consequently,  overrule  the  preliminary  objection,  and 
the  Petition  must  be  heard  on  its  merits.  The  result  will  be  that 
it  will  take  its  place  in  the  paper  on  the  first  petition  day  in 
the  sittings  after  term  as  part  heard. 


Dec  12.    The  Petition  now  came  on  again. 

Mr.  Oloise,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ChUty,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

In  the  case  of  a  creditor  a  winding-up  order  is  ex  ddnio  jusHHaSf 
except  where  there  is  a  disputed  debt :  In  re  London  and  Suburban 
Bank  (1) ;  In  re  Imperial  Silver  Quarries  Company  (2) ;  In  re 
King's  Cross  Industrial  Dwellings  Company  (3). 

It  has  been  suggested  that  there  was  some  informality  in  the 
issue  of  the  debentures,  and  that  the  secretary  afSxed  the  seal  of 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  641.  (2)  16  W.  R.  1220. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  11  Eq.  149. 
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Y.-Oi  M.  the  company  to  them  without  the  authority  of  a  general  meeting. 

1873  But  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  was  done  with  the  fall  sanction  of 

In  re  the  directors,  and  it  is  not  open  to  them  to  take  the  objectioii 

^DoSb^  after  having  treated  them  as  valid,  and  for  some  time  paid  interest 

CoMPAKY.  upon  them. 

Mr.  Hiffffins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FT.  W.  Karddke : — 

There  is  no  minute  or  anything  to  shew  that  the  authority  of  any 
general  meeting  or  special  resolution  was  obtained  for  the  issne 
of  these  debentures,  and  since  it  is  not  proved  that  there  was  any 
valid  issue  of  debentures,  the  Petitioner's  position  as  a  creditor 
cannot  be  recognised :  D'Arcy  v.  Tamar  Kit  HiU  and  CdlingUm 
BaUway  Company  (1) ;  Chambers  v.  Manchester  and  MUfori  Bail- 
way  Company  (2).  There  is,  moreover,  nothing  to  shew  that  the 
company  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  debentures,  as  in  In  re  Cork 
and  Youghal  BaUway  Company  (3). 

But  supposing  the  issue  of  the  debentures  to  be  valid  against  the 
company,  the  proper  remedy  of  an  unpaid  debenture  holder  is  to  file 
a  bill  and  obtain  a  receiver.  This  course  is  pointed  out  by  the  9tb 
section  of  HhQ'Exmouih  Docks  Act,  1864,  and  the  principles  laid  down 
in  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  BaUway  Company  (4) 
as  to  the  remedies  of  a  creditor  m  the  case  of  a  going  concern 
apply  to  this  company.  The  course  adopted  in  In  re  Wey  and 
Anm  Jtmetion  Canal  Company  (5)  and  the  Bradford  Navigation 
Company  (6),  where,  though  winding-up  orders  were  made,  it 
was  found  impracticable  to  work  them  out  without  special  Acts 
of  Parliament,  shews  that  the  provisions  for  winding  up  do  not 
readily  adapt  themselves  to  companies  incorporated  by  Act  of 
Parliament  and  the  Court,  will  be  slow  to  make  orders  which  must 
be  practically  useless. 

Mr.  Jackson,  Q.C.,  for  shareholders  :— 

The  Petitioner  must  have  failed  at  common  law  on  account 
of  the  informality  in  the  issue  of  the  debentures :  Chambers  t. 
Manchester  and  Milford  BaUway  Company  ;   and  he  cannot  be 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  158.  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  201. 

(2)  5  B.  &  S.  588.  ,.  (5)  Ibid.  4  Eq.  197. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  748.    '  (6)  Ibid.  5  Ch.  600 ;  Ibid.  10  Eq.  33L 
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in  a  better  position  in  this.  Court,  as  it  is  clear  that  the  loan  was     V.*G.  M. 
to  Jaeksan,  not  to  the  Petitibner,  and  the  debentures  must  be       1873 
held  subject  to  any  equities  between  the  company  and  Jackson.  in  re 

EXHOTJTH 

Mr.  Langworihtfy  for  other  shareholders.  ComSSy. 

Mr.  Glasse,  in  reply : — 

In  Chambers  y.  Manchester  and  Milford  Railway  Company  (1) 
the  question  was  as  to  the  yalidity  of  Lloyd's  bonds,  not  de- 
bentures. 

All  the  Petitioner  has  to  do  is  to  establish  against  the  company 
prima  facie  the  fact  of  his  having  a  good  debt,  and  it  is  su£Scient 
to  say  that  it  is  clear  that  the  company  have  had  the  benefit  of 
the  expenditure  of  his  money. 

The  principles  laid  down  in  Gardner  v.  London,  Chatham,  and 
Dover  Bailtaay  Company  (2)  can  have  no  application.  It  was,  ex 
concessis,  a  railway  company  which  could  not  be  wound  up. 

The  only  result  of  obtaining  a  receiver  will  be  that  it  will  be 
found  that  there  is  nothing  to  receive,  and  the  Petitioner  will  be 
driven  to  apply  for  a  special  Act. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  Y.C,  after  referring  to  the  facts,  and  expressing 
Lis  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  debentures  consti- 
tuted a  valid  charge  against  the  company,  continued : — 

I  have  here  a  company  constituted  by  an  Act  of  Parliament 
passed  in  the  year  1864.  That  Act  of  Parliament  recites  that  the 
making  of  docks  and  a  branch  railway  at  Exmouth  would  be 
attended  with  local  and  public  advantage.  It  then  prescribes 
what  capital  is  to  be  raised,  the  proportion  of  it  which  is  to  be 
raised  by  debentures,  and  the  remedy  of  the  mortgagee  and  de- 
benture holders  in  case  of  their  not  being  paid.  The  remedy 
given  by  the  Act  of  Parliament  is  this : — [His  Honour  then  read 
the  9th  section  of  the  Act,  and  continued : — ] 

It  appears  by  the  accounts  that  this  concern  is  a  signal  iailure. 

Under  such  circumstances,  I  should  have  expected  that  inas- 
much as  Jaekson*s  money  had  unquestionably  constructed  the 
works,  and. his  interest  is  now  vested  in  the  Petitioners,  the 

(1)  5  B.  &  S.  588.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  201. 
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y.-O.  IC    .  managers  of  the  undertaking  would  give  the  person  who  advanced 
1873        the  money  every  facility  for  recovering  what  he  could  out  of  80 
^^^       disastrous  a  concern.    Instead  of  that^  every  possible  technical 
^DoGKs^     objection  has  been  taken,  and  I  desire  to  express  the  greatest  dis- 
OoMPANY.    approbation  of  the  course  adopted  by  the  company.    I  should  be 
sorry  that  this  state  of  things  should  continue,  but  the  Legisla- 
ture has  said  that  the  construction  of  these  works  is  of  public 
advantage,  and  after  the  lapse  of  only  so  short  a  period  as  nine 
years  from  the  formation  of  the  company,  I  do  not  feel  that  I 
can  properly  make  an  order  to  wind  it  up  unless  it  is  positively 
shewn  to  me  that  there  is  no  prospect  of  any  other  remedy  being 
e£Scacious. 

Although  the  case  has  been  argued  with  great  zeal  by  Mr. 
Olasse,  and  with  his  usual  ability,  he  has  entirely  failed  to  prove 
to  me  that  if  an  order  to  wind  up  the  company  were  made  it 
could  be  of  any  practical  advantage  to  his  client.  I  have  been 
referred  to  the  cases  of  In  re  Wey  and  Arun  Juneiian  Canal 
Cmnpany  (1)  and  In  re  Bradford  Navigation  Company  (2),  before 
me,  in  each  of  which,  though  I  made  winding-up  orders,  they 
could  not  be  carried  into  effect  without  the  authority  of  Parlia- 
menti  and  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  obtained  to  authorize  the 
sale  of  the  land  and  works,  and  to  carry  out  the  liquidation.  So 
in  this  case,  if  I  were  to  make  a  winding-up  order,  it  could  only  be 
carried  into  effect  by  the  aid  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and,  con- 
sidering the  necessary  expenses  of  an  application  to  Parliament^  I 
cannot  see  that  any  balance  of  advantage  would  accrue  to  Hr. 
Tumor. 

But  beyond  that,  I  must  take  Mr.  Tv/mor  as  having  advanced 
his  money  with  full  knowledge  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  under 
which  the  company  was  constituted.  He  is  a  debenture  holder, 
and  the  Act  prescribes  the  remedy  of  debenture  holders  to  be  by 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver.  Mr.  Olasse  asks  what  would  be 
the  use  of  appointing  a  receiver  when  there  is  nothing  to  receive? 
It  has  been  suggested  on  the  other  side  that  this  may  be  an  im- 
proving property,  and  I  proceed  partly  on  the  ground  that  I 
believe  that  if  it  were  in  different  hands  it  is  not  improbable  that, 
considering  the  situation  of  the  docks  with  reference  to  Exder^ 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  197.  (2)  Law  Eep.  5  Ch.  600 ;  Ibid.  10  Bq.  831. 
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it  might  be  rendered  less  unprofitable.    I  could  not^  therefore,     v.-c.  M. 
with  propriety,  make  an  order  to  wind  up  this  concern  without       is73 
ha?ing  the  experiment  tried  of  appointing  a  receirer,  who  would       "^^ 
in  effect  be  a  manager;  but  I  am  well  aware  that  in  this  form  of    ^^^^™ 
proceeding  I  cannot  do  anything  of  the  kind.  Gohpant.' 

[His  Honour  then  commented  upon  the  difficulties  which  had       "~ 
been  placed  in  the  way  of  the  Petitioner  by  the  officers  of  the 
company,  and  continued : — '] 

Though  this  is  not  a  railway  company,  I  cannot  agree  with 
what  Mr.  Olasse  said  as  to  Lord  Caim£  judgment  in  Gardner 
T.  London,  Chatham,  and  Dover  BaUvHiy  Company  (1).  That 
company  could  not  be  wound  up  because  it  was  a  railway  com- 
pany,  but  the  principle  of  the  case  is  applicable  to  this,  and  the 
Act  of  Parliament  having  giyen  the  remedy  by  the  appointment 
of  a  receirer  only,  I  repeat  that  the  lender  of  money  must  be 
taken  to  do  so  with  the  knowledge  of  that  fact,  and  in  reliance  on 
that  remedy  which  the  Act  of  Parliament  gives  him.  The  reasons 
stated  by  Lord  Cairns  are  these  (2):  *' Whatever  may  be  the 
liability  to  which  any  of  the  property  or  effects  connected  with  it 
may  be  subjected  through  the  legal  operation  and  consequences  of 
a  judgment  recovered  against  it,  the  undertaking,  so  far  as  these 
contracts  of  mortgage  are  concerned,  is,  in  my  opinion,  made  over 
as  a  thing  complete  or  to  be  completed ;  as  a  going  concern,  with 
internal  and  Parliamentary  powers  of  management  not  to  be  inter- 
fered with ;  as  a  fruit-bearing  tree,  the  produce  of  which  is  the 
fond  dedicated  by  the  contract  to  secure  and  to  pay  the  debt.  The 
living  and  going  concern  thus  created  by  the  Legislature  must 
not,  under  a  contract  pledging  it  as  security,  be  destroyed,  broken 
np,  or  annihilated."  That  is  my  view  with  regard  to  this  concern. 
Then  he  says :  ^  The  tolls  and  sums  of  money  gnsdem  generis — 
that  is  to  say,  the  earnings  of  the  undertaking — must  be  made 
available  to  satisfy  the  mortgage ;  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  mort- 
gagees cannot,  under  their  mortgages,  or  as  mortgagees — ^by 
seizing,  or  calling  on  this  Court  to  seize,  the  capital,  or  the  lands, 
or  the  proceeds  of  sales  of  land,  or  the  stock  of  the  undertaking — 
either  prerent  its  completion,  or  reduce  it  into  its  original  ele- 
ments when  it  has  been  completed."    Those  observations  appear 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  201.  (2)  Law  Eep.  2  Ch.  217. 
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y.-G.  M,     to  me  to  apply  to  the  present  case.  »  There  are  therefore  two 

1873        grounds  on  which  I  cannot  windi  up  this  companj-r-first,  because 

2n  re       the  Legislature  has  declared  it  to  be  a  work  of  public  importance, 

^oass"     *^^  subsequent  experience  has  not  been,  in  my  opinion,  suflBcient, 

Company,    considering  in  whose  hands  this  property  has  been,  to  pronounce 

it  worthless ;  and  secondly,  because  the  Act  of  Parliament  has 

given  a  distinct  remedy,  and  not  the  remedy  of  winding-up,  and 

consequently  the  Petition  must  be  dismissed.    But,  considering 

the  defence  that  has  been  raised,  and  the  utterly  unbecoming 

conduct  of  those  who  are  endeavouring  to  defeat  Mr.  Tumar» 

claim,  I  shall  give  no  costs.    The  company  cannot  have  any  for 

the  reasons  I  have  stated,  and,  considering  the  utterly  wretched 

and  impoverished  condition  of  this  concern,  I  would  not  have  held 

out  any  encouragement  to  solicitors  to  multiply  costs  by  allowing 

the  shareholders  their  costs,  even  if  I  had  allowed  any  to  the 

company. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  E.  J.  Sydney  &  Son ;  Messrs.  Whitaken  & 
Wodbert ;  Mr.  T.  JT.  Summerlin. 


V..C.  M.  CLOVER  V.  ROYDEN. 

^  [1873    C.    270.] 

^^•^^  PuUuhiBd  Registry  of  Shi^s^Shijp's  Class^Injunction. 

Upon  motion  for  an  injunction  by  Bubscribers  to  an  association  called  The 
Underwriter^^  Btgistry,  nvho  bad  had  a  ship  registered  by  the  association  iu 
the  highest  class,  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  the  committee  of  the  associa- 
tion, from  inserting,  after  a  subsequent  survey  allowed  by  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
their  published  registry  of  ships  the  words  "  Class  suspended  "  against  the 
Plaintiffs'  ship : — 

Held^  that  the  Defendants  were  justified  in  notifying  to  their  subscribers 
and  the  public  their  honest  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  ship,  and  had  a 
right  to  suspend  the  class  until  the  Plaintififo  should  have  altered  the  ship 
according  to  their  reguirementa. 

xHE  Plaintiffs  were  merchants  and  shipowners  at  LiverpooL  In 
the  year  1865  the  iron  steamship  Tyne  Queen  was  built  at  New- 
eastle-on-Tyne,  and  she  became  the  pro|>erty  of  the  Plaintiffs  in 
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the  yter  1870,  since  wliich  time  she  had  been  registered  in  their     y.-c.  M. 
names  alone.    This  vessel  was  upwards  of  1000  tons  burden,  and       isrs 
traded  from  the  port  of  Liverpool.   The  Defendants  were  the  chair-      clo^b 
man  and  committee  of  an  association  formed  by  underwriters  in     ^  ^* 

the  year  1862,  at  Liverpool,  similar  to  the  London  "  Lloyd's,*^  and       

called  TJie  Underwriters*  Begistry  for  Iron  Vessels,  by  whom  a  re- 
gistry was  kept  for  all  iron  vessels  in  the  world.  The  Defendants' 
association  published  annually  a  list  of  iron  vessels  for  the  use  of 
their  subscribers ;  but  any  person  might  obtain  a  copy  of  such  list 
by  paying  the  annual  subscription  of  £2  28. 

By  the  7th  rule  of  this  association  it  was  provided  as  follows : — 
"A  thorough  survey  will  be  required  once  in  every  four  years  for 
Tessels  with  a  red  certificate  for  twenty  years,  and  once  in  every 
three  years  for  vessels  with  a  red  certificate  for  less  than  twenty 
years ;  vessels  with  a  black  certificate  for  less  than  twenty  years  to 
be  surveyed  every  two  years.  When  vessels  are  abroad  at  the  time 
they  become  due  for  survey  they  must  be  thoroughly  examined 
on  their  return  to  the  United  Kingdom,  The  surveyors  are  at  all 
times  to  have  free  access  to  examine  vessels  holding  a  certificate 
from  this  committee,  and  in  case  of  defects  reported  by  them  not 
being  made  good  the  classification  of  the  ship  shall  be  revised." 
And  appended  to  the  rules  of  the  association  was  the  following 
notice: — "Vessels  due  for  periodical  survey,  which  leave  the 
United  Kingdom  without  being  duly  surveyed  and  passed  by  the 
surveyors  to  this  registry,  will  have  their  class  suspended  until 
such  survey  has  been  properly  made.  Notice  of  such  suspension 
of  class  will  be  given  in  the  first  monthly  supplement  issued  after 
the  sailing  of  the  vessel.  Vessels  remaining  abroad  for  two  years 
after  they  become  due  for  periodical  survey  will  have  their  class 
suspended  until  they  have  been  re-surveyed." 

The  steamship  Tyne  Queen  was  submitted  to  the  inspection  of 
the  surveyors  of  the  said  association  during  construction,  in  the 
year  1865,  and  was  built  and  completed  to  their  satisfaction ;  and 
on  completion  the  vessel  was  classed  by  the  association  in  their 
highest  class,  namely, ''  twenty  years,  red ;"  meaning  thereby  that 
the  vessel  was  of  the  first  class  and  good  for  twenty  years,  this 
classification  being  equal  in  all  respects  to  the  class  called  ^  A  1 " 
at  the  London  " Lloyd's" 
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« 

y.-O.M.         The  Flaintiffiy  in  the  year  1870|  determined  to  have  their 'ressel 

1873        lengthened,  and  to  have  an  awning  or  spar  deck  constracted  over 

ci^^^     the  engine  room,  so  as  to  make  it  cover  in  the  whole  length  of  the 

BoTDEs  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^P*  '^^^  alterations  were  completed,  and  the 
-^-'  manner  in  which  the  work  was  carried  out  was  approved  by  the 
surveyors  of  the  London  "  Lloyd! 9  f  but  the  surveyors  of  the  lAver- 
focl  registry  objected  to  it,  and  in  their  following  publication  of 
the  list  of  iron  ships  for  the  year  &om  September,  1872,  to  Augast, 
1873,  tiie  Tyne  Queen  appeared  with  the  following  words  printed  in 
the  margin  under  the  figures  '^  20,"  red : — '^  Class  suspended  1871.*' 
The  Plaintiffs  having  asked  for  an  explanation  of  this  entry,  re- 
ceived this  letter,  dated  the  2nd  of  September,  1872,  from  W.  F. 
BundeUf  the  secretary  of  the  association : — 

**  Gentlemen, — In  reply  to  your  inquiry  as  to  the  class  of  the 
Tyne  Qtieen,  s.s.,  I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that,  on  vertical 
bracket  plates  7/16  thick,  and  the  width  of  the  waterway,  being 
fitted  under  each  beam  of  the  spar  deck,  and  extending  from  the 
main  to  the  upper  deck,  and  also  double  angle  irons  being  worked 
through  the  midship  portion  of  the  deck,  so  as  to  connect  the 
horizontal  plates  to  the  end  portion  of  the  spar  deck — the  work 
being  done  under  the  inspection  of  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
surveyors  of  this  registry — the  committee  will  be  ready  to  reinstate 
the  vessel  to  her  former  class." 

To  this  letter  the  Flainti£&  caused  the  following  answer  to  be 
sent,  dated  the  3rd  of  September,  1872 : — 

**  Sir, — We  are  in  receipt  of  your  favour  of  yesterday,  and  as  it 
will  not  be  in  our  power  at  present  to  comply  with  the  request 
contained  therein  for  the  continuation  of  the  s.s.  Tyne  Queen  in 
your  book  of  classification,  we  have  to  request  that  you  will,  in  the 
meantime,  withdraw  the  vessel  altogether  therefrom." 

This  request  to  withdraw  the  vessel  from  the  register  was,  as 
the  Plaintiffs  stated,  in  accordance  with  the  constant  practice  of 
the  Defendants'  association,  and  in  their  present  Ust  no  fewer  than 
twelve  different  vessels  were  marked  in  the  list  as  having  been 
withdrawn  by  the  owners ;  and  the  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  it  was 
the  absolute  right  of  the  owners  of  any  ship  in  the  list  to  have  it 
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withdrawn  therefrom.  The  Defendants  still  refused  to  alter  their  y.-o.  M. 
register  or  to  strike  out  the  objectionable  words  complained  of  hj  i873 
the  Plaintiffs  until  the  alterations  required  hj  the  association  CLonsB 
should  have  been  effected.  The  present  bill  was  therefore  filed, 
in  which  the  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  retention  of  the  objection- 
able words  in  the  register  was  calculated  to  seriously  depreciate 
the  yalue  of  the  Tyne  Queen,  which  was  the  only  vessel  against 
which  such  a  remark  had  been  made  in  the  Defendants'  register, 
and  that  it  was  calculated  to  injure  the  character  of  the  yessel,  and 
also  prejudice  the  Plaintifis  in  effecting  insurances  on  the  yessel, 
and  diminish  the  amount  of  freight  which  the  Plaintiffs  Qould 
otherwise  earn.  The  bill  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might  be 
restrained  by  injunction  from  printiug,  distributing,  selling,  or 
otherwise  disposing  of  any  copy  of  their  list  of  iron  vessels  haying 
the  words  ^  CSlass  suspended  1871 "  placed  opposite  to,  or  in  any 
way  in  connection  with,  or  so  as  to  apply  to  the  Plaintiffs'  ship,  the 
Tyne  Queen,  and  that  all  copies  of  the  said  list  haying  those  words 
thereon  in  the  Defendants'  possession,  custody,  or  power,  might  be 
destroyed  or  the  said  words  erased  therefrom ;  that  the  Defendants 
might  be  ordered  forthwith  to  issue  a  notice  to  all  subscribers  to 
the  book  that  the  words  **  Class  suspended  1871 "  had  been  re- 
moved from  the  said  vessel,  the  Tyne  Queen,  and  that  she  had  been 
withdrawn  from  their  list  at  the  owners'  request ;  and  that  the 
Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Evidence  was  produced  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  shew  that 
the  Tyrw  Queen  was  a  vessel  of  the  first  class ;  that  the  alterations 
effected  in  her  in  1870  tended  to  improve  her  in  all  respects,  and 
not  to  weaken  her ;  that  the  vessel  was  not  less  seaworthy  than 
she  was  before ;  and  that  the  surveyors  of  the  London  ^*  LloycCa  " 
had  inspected  the  alterations  and  had  approved  of  them,  and  the 
vessel  was  still  continued  to  be  registered  at  **  LloycFa  "  in  class  A 1. 
There  was  also  evidence  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  suffered 
serious  injury  from  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants  in  making  the 
addition  to  the  registry  which  was  now  complained  of. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants 
went  to  shew  that  their  registry  of  iron  ships  was  published  with  a 
view  to  give  information  to  underwriters,  charterers  of  ships,  and 
the  public  generally  as  to  the  character  of  all  iron  ships  in  the 
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Y.-G.  M.  world ;  that  this  covld  only  be  carried  out  by  means  of  periodical 
ig73  surveys  effected  by  their  own  surveyors ;  that  these  reports  were 
Glovbb  made  in  good  faith,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  doing  personal 
injury  to  any  shipowner ;  and  that  the  managers  of  the  association 
formed  their  opinion  upon  such  reports,  and  considered  themselves 
bound  to  advertise  such  opinions  in  their  publication  for  the  in- 
formation and  benefit  of  their  subscribers ;  and  further,  that  the 
course  they  had  pursued  in  regard  to  the  Plaintiffs'  vessel  was  in 
strict  accordance  with  the  rules  of  their  association,  which  were 
well  known  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  were,  as  they  alleged,  acquiesced 
in  by  them  when  they  sanctioned  the  surveys  of  the  Tyne  Queen. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Bobinean,  and  Mr.  B.  O.  WSHams,  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer : — 

The  Defendants  in  this  case  have  thought  fit  to  publish  in  their 
register  of  iron  ships  a  statement  which  is  calculated  to  injure 
the  property  of  the  Plaintiffs,  which  they  are  not  justified  in 
doing.  The  Tyne  Queen  is  a  vessel  of  oonsideiable  size,  being 
above  1000  tons  burthen.  She  was  built  in  1865,  and  is,  there- 
fore, a  new  ship,  and  the  Defendants  expressed  the  value  and  rank 
of  the  ship  at  the  time  she  was  built  by  placing  her  in  the  highest 
class  upon  their  register,  namely, ''  20  yeaiis,  in  red,"  signifying 
that  she  was  a  ship  of  the  best  construction,  and  was  good  for 
twenty  years.  At  the  same  time  the  vessel  was  registered  at 
lAoyXs  in  their  highest  class,  namely,  ^' A  1."  The  fact  of  this 
classification  being  made  at  Lloyd! e  is  alone  a  sufficient  guarantee 
of  the  value  and  sound  qualities  of  the  ship.  What,  then,  has 
happened  to  induce  the  Defendants  to  turn  round  upon  the  Plain- 
tifib  and  insert,  an  injurious  notice  to  their  subscribers  that  the 
vessel  is  no  longer  to  be  placed  in  the  highest  class  ?  What  the 
Plaintiffs  have  done  since  the  Tyne  Queen  came  into  their  pos- 
session has  been  to  alter  her  by  adding  an  j  awning  or  spar  deck 
for  the  express  purpose  of  rendering  her  still.more  safe  and  sea- 
worthy ;  and  that  this  is  the  general  opinion  of  shipbuilders  and 
underwriters,  is  proved  again  by  the  fact  that  she  is  still  dassed 
A  1  at  IAoyd\  after  a  full  survey  made  of  her  by  that  association, 
which,  it  must  be  admitted,  stands  at  the  head  of  all  associations 
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of  the  kind.    Moreover,  we  have  abundance  of  evidence  to  shew     V.G.  M. 
tliat  this  opinion  is  held  by  a  great  number  of  scientific  men.  isrs 

But  the  Defendants  take  upon  themselves  to  allege  that  where      ^joyzr 
a  vessel  is  so  altered  she  further  requires  to  be  strengthened  by     ^^  ^- 

the  addition  of  works  which  would  add  considerably  to  the  ex-        

pense.  Suppose  this  should  be  the  honest  opinion  of  the  surveyors 
employed  by  the  Defendants,  still  they  have  no  right  to  insert  iu 
their  register  a  damaging  statement  that  the  class  of  the  ship 
has  been  suspended.  We  have  proved  also  that,  in  the  case  of 
other  ships  owned  by  another  company,  the  Defendants  have  ac- 
ceded to  the  request  made  to  them  that  they  would  insert  a  notice 
that  the  vessel  had  been  withdrawn  from  the  register  at  the 
owners*  request.  We  have,  therefore,  a  right  to  demand  that  the 
same  coarse  should  be  adopted  with  regard  to  the  Tyne  Qiieen. 
We  ask  the  Court  to  grant  this  injunction  upon  the  general  prin- 
ciple that  the  Court  will  always  interfere  to  prevent  anything 
being  done  to  cause  an  injury  to  property.  In  Dixon  v.  Holden  (1) 
it  was  held  that  this  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the  publica- 
tion of  any  document  tending  to  the  destruction  of  property ;  and 
in  the  Sfringhead  Spinning  Company  v.  BUey  (2),  your  Honour 
laid  down  the  same  principle,  and  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain, 
the  issuing  of  placards  and  advertisements  by  a  trades  union,  that 
the  union  men  were  not  to  hire  themselves  to  the  Plaintiffs  pend- 
ing a  dispute  between  the  union  and  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  thereby  prevented  from  continuing  their- 
business,  and  the  value  of  their  property  was  consequently  injured' 
and  seriously  diminished.  It  is  true  that  Lord  Langdcde  refused^ 
to  interfere  in  favour  of  Sir  James  Clark,  in  Clark  v.  Freeman  (3),, 
to  restrain  the  sale  of  pills  under  false  representations  that  they^ 
were  made  from  the  prescription  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  this  was  on 
the  ground  that  the  reputation  of  Sir  James  Clark  was  not  likely 
to  suffer  from  so  slight  a  matter.  However,  that  decision  was 
dissented  from  by  Lord  Cairns  in  MaxioeU  v.  Hogg  (4),  who  said, 
"It  always  appeared  to  ine  that  Clark  v.  Freeman  might  have 
been  decided  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffi  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
a  property  in  his  own  name." 

(1)  Lew  Rep.  7  Eq.  488.  (8)  11  Beav.  112. 

(2)  Ibid.  6  Eq.  551.  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  307,  310. 
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y.-G.  M.         In  this  case  we  prove  that  an  injury  has  been  effected  to  onr 
1878        property  by  the  Defendants'  publication,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs 
Oyosm      ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  procure  the  same  rate  of  freight,  and  have  great 
j^*'   ,      difficulty  in  obtaining  charterers  for  their  yessel;  therefore  we 
—        ask  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  course  pursued  by  the  Defen- 
dants, and  to  insist  upon  a  right  which  has  been  acceded  to  by  the 
Defendants  in  other  cases,  of  having  the  vessel  withdrawn  from 
the  register. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  these  proceedings  are  also  actuated  by  motives 
of  a  public  nature,  as  they  believe  that  the  conduct  of  the  Defen- 
dants is  calculated  to  do  serious  injury  to  owners  of  ships,  and 
that  they  are  influenced  by  the  men  appointed  surveyors  of  vessels 
who,  in  order  to  secure  their  own  fees,  assert  doctrines  with  regard 
to  the  construction  of  vessels  which  are  not  held  by  the  majority 
of  shipbuilders. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Cohen,  and  Mr.  F.  Thompson,  for  the 
Defendants : — 

There  is  no  ground  in  this  case  for  the  interference  of  the 
Court.  These  are  the  fieusts :  The  Defendants  publish,  for  the  benefit 
of  their  subscribers,  a  register  of  all  the  iron  steam  and  sailing 
ships  in  the  world.  The  book  contains  the  classification  of  the 
ships,  but  some  ships  are  not  classified  because  they  have  not  been 
surveyed  by  the  association.  The  Defendants  have  acted  in  a 
perfectly  londfde  manner.  They  entered  the  Tyne  Queen  when  she 
was  fiiBt  built,  after  being  surveyed  under  the  liead  ^  20  years, 
red,''  which  was  their  highest  class.  The  Plaintifis  have  had  the 
advantage  of  the  publication  of  that  classification  for  some  yean, 
and  now,  upon  these  alterations  being  effected — ^the  Defendants 
having  re-surveyed  the  ship  with  the  sanction  of  the  Plaintifis^ 
have  expressed  their  opinions  in  good  faith  that  the  vessel  cannot 
be  placed  by  them  in  the  same  class  until  she  is  strengthened. 
The  certificate  has  not  been  withdrawn,  but  only  suspended.  It 
would  seem  that  the  surveyors  of  the  London  UoycCa  have  taken 
a  different  view  of  the  construction  of  ships ;  but  the  question  of 
spar  decks  is  one  which  has  been  much  discussed  by  all  ship* 
builders  and  seafaring  men,  and  their  opinion  differs  greatly.  Still 
the  Defendants  are  entirely  justified  in  expressing  their  opinion  as 
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to  the  value  of  spar  decks.    They  maintain  that  ships  with  that     Y.-C.  IL 
addition  require  to  be  strengthened,  and  it  appears  that  an  outlay       isrs 
of  ODly  £200  would  liaye  effected  the  improrement  required  by      OLdycB 
the  association.    If  the  Plaintiffs  desired  the  advantage  of  being     ^  ^ 

classed  "20  years,  red,"  in  the  Defendants'  register,  they  had        

bat  to  comply  with  these  requirements ;  but  until  that  was  done 
the  Defendants,  in  justice  to  their  subscribers  and  the  public,  who 
trast  to  their  register,  could  not  do  otherwise  than  express  their 
honest  opinion.  The  Defendants  are  justified  in  inserting  in  their 
book  all  the  information  they  please  about  ships  so  long  as  it  is 
true.  They  insert  a  fact  and  nothing  more.  It  is  not  alleged  that 
there  is  any  mis-statement,  nor  is  it  alleged  that  there  is  malice  in 
what  has  been  done.  The  statement  does  not  convey  the  impres- 
sion that  the  ship  is  unseaworthy,  but  only  that  the  Defendants 
are  not  prepared  at  present  to  place  her  in  the  same  class  she 
formerly  was  in.  It  is  alleged  that  the  Flaintifis  have  sustained 
injury,  but  the  Court  cannot  grant  an  injunction  unless  there  has 
been  a  violation,  or  threatened  violation,  of  legal  right.  In  the 
case  of  the  Springhead  Spinning  Company  v.  BUey  (1),  the  question 
was  whether  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  or  not.  The  act  com- 
plabed  of  was  of  a  criminal  character,  and  the  injunction  could  not 
have  been  granted  except  upon  that  allegation.  The  act  was 
illegal,  and  the  decision  was,  that  if  injary  was  done  by  that  illegal 
act,  the  Court  would  interfere.  In  Dixon  v.  Holden  (2)  there  was 
a  dear  case  of  libel,  and  where  there  is  a  libel  for  which  an  action 
will  lie,  then  this  Court  will  interfere.  These  cases,  therefore, 
sapport  the  argument  that  unless  the  act  is  illegal  the  Court  will 
not  grant  an  injunction.  This  Court  has  never  granted  an  injunc- 
tion where  there  has  been  no  breach  of  contract  or  legal  wrong 
committed.  In  this  case  there  has  been  no  breach  of  contract 
and  no  legal  wrong  done  for  which  an  action  would  lie.  There 
coold  be  no  action  of  tort,  for  there  is  no  false  statement  in  the 
Defendants'  publication,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  malice.  There 
coold  be  no  action  for  slander  of  title,  for  in  that  case  the  Flain- 
tiSs  would  have  to  prove  the  statement  to  be  fietlse  and  malicious. 
The  law  upon  this  subject  is  well  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Mavle 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  551.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  488. 
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V.-C.  M.     in  Paler  v.  Baker  (1),  where  he  says :  "  This  is  an  action  for  *  slander 

1873  .     of  title/  which  is  a  sort  of  metaphorical  expression.     Slander  of 

Clovxr      title  may  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  fall  within  the  scope  of  or* 

KoYDEK      ^ii^Aiy  slander.     Slander  of  title  ordinarily  means  a  statement 

of  something  tending  to  cut  down  the  extent  of  title,  which  is 

injurious  only  if  it  is  false.  It  is  essential  to  give  a  cause  of 
action  that  the  statement  should  be  false,  and  therefore  falsehood 
is  given  in  evidence  under  '  not  guilty '  since  the  new  rules.  It 
is  essential  also  that  it  should  be  malicious,  not  in  the  worst 
sense,  but  with  intent  to  injure  the  Plaintiff.  If  the  statement  be 
true,  if  there  really  be  the  infirmity  in  the  title  that  is  suggested, 
no  action  will  lie,  however  malicious  the  Defendant's  intention 
might  be." 

This  is  also  laid  down  in  Slarkie  on  Evidence  (2).  A  right  of 
action  must  be  founded  on  contract,  or  tort,  or  slander  of  title. 
Here  there  is  no  contract,  and  no  tort,  and  the  only  action  appli- 
cable to  the  case  is  slander  of  title,  but  then  the  Plaintiflb  mast 
prove  malice  and  falsehood.  The  first  is  not  alleged,  and  the 
second  is  not  proved. 

We  submit,  therefore,  that,  according  to  the  principles  of  this 
Court,  no  injunction  can  be  granted. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply : — 

It  is  contended  that  there  is  no  malice  alleged,  but  this  is  not 
the  fact.  The  case  made  out  is  one  of  an  intention  to  injure  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  that  of  necessity  is  a  malicious  intention.  It  is  said 
also  that  there  must  be  some  legal  right  infringed  or  threatened. 
Is  it  not  so  here?  Is  not  the  Plaintiflfs'  right  to  use  their 'ship  to 
the  best  advantage  damaged  by  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants? 
This  is  a  damage  for  which  an  action  would  lie.  The  Defendants,, 
without  stating  a  falsehood,  are  putting  forth  partial  information, 
which  has  the  effect  of  doing  an  injury  to  the  Plaintiffs.  The  fact 
of  having  formerly  placed  the  ship  in  the  highest  class,  and  then 
suspended  the  class,  is  a  notification  to  the  pubho  that  she  is  not 
now  so  good  a  ship  or  as  seaworthy  as  she  was  before.  This  is  a 
positive  injury,  and  it  would  be  seriously  injurious  to  all  ship* 
owners  if  such  a  proceeding  oould  not  be  prevented. 

(1)  3  C.  B.  868.  (2)  Pages  h,  42, 16a 
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Sir  E.  Malins^  V.C.  : —  v.-c.  M. 

The  PlaintifiEs  in  this  case  are  merchants  and  shipownets  at  ]^ 
Liverpool^  and  are  largely  engaged  in  their  business.  The  Defen-  Gloves 
<iants  are  an  association  at  Liverpool  called  The  Underwriters*  Botdin. 
Registry  for  Iron  Vesseh.  The  object  of  the  association  is  to  have  ""^ 
«  roister  of  every  iron  yessel,  either  sailing  or  steam,  in  the  whole 
world,  and  in  this  registry  the  vessels  are  classified  in  a  manner 
which  is  perfectly  well  understood  by  persons  engaged  in  mer- 
<»jitile  affairs,  and  particularly  shipowners.  The  ship  called  the 
Tyne  Queen,  which  was  built  at  Netueaslle^n»Tyne  in  the  year  1865, 
became  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  1870.  In  the  registry  kept 
by  the  Defendants  the  Ttftie  Queen  had,  as  I  understand,  the  highest 
mark  which  she  could  have,  namely,  *'  20  years  "  in  red  figures, 
indicating  that  she  was  a  first-class  ship,  and  good  for  twenty  years. 
That  was  the  state  of  things  from  the  time  of  her  being  built  in 
1865  down  to  1871.  About  a  year  after  the  Plaintiff  became  her 
owners,  it  was  necessary  that  the  ship  should  undergo  some  repairs 
and  alterations.  The  Plaintiffs,  being  members  or  subscribers  to 
this  association,  having,  as  I  collect,  derived  some  advantage  from 
the  registry  of  their  ship  in  the  register  kept  by  the  Defendants, 
they  must  have  been  aware  of  the  rules  of  the  society.  When  the 
Plaintiffs  proceeded  to  alter  their  vessel  in  1871,  they  submitted 
the  result  of  these  alterations  to  the  consideration  of  the  surveyors 
of  the  Defendants'  association.  In  a  joint  affidavit  of  Mr.  Bunddl^ 
the  secretetry,  and  Mr.  Wimshurri,  the  surveyor  of  the  Defendants' 
association,  Mr.  Wimahurst  says :  "  In  the  course  of  my  duties  as 
surveyor  of  vessels  for  the  said  registry,  I  observed  the  said  ship 
Tyne  Queen  undergoing  alterations  in  the  buildiug-yard  of  the  firm 
of  Messrs.  Qeorge  B.  Clover  &  Co.,  mentioned  in  the  Plaintiffs'  said 
bill,  of  which  firm  the  Plaintiff  Q.  JB.  Clover  was  then  the  principal, 
and  I  was  informed  by  them  of  the  shape  in  which  it  was  proposed 
that  such  alterations  should  be  made.  Thereupon  I  objected  to 
the  mode  in  which  the  said  alterations  were  proposed  to  be  carried 
oat,  and  informed  the  said  Plaintiff  that  the  proposed  alterations 
should  be  submitted  for  approval  by  the  committee  of  the  said 
registry,  and  at  the  same  time  I  gave  him  in  general  terms  the 
nature  of  the  strengthening  that  I  considered  requisite."  I  under- 
stand, according  to  Mr.  Wimehursi,  that  the  only  thing  which  was 
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Y.-C.  M.     required  was  tliat  eertaip  additionB  should  be  made  which  should 
187S       strengthen  the  alterations  then  effected ;  which  was,  in  fact,  taming 
CLovm     this  vessel  into  what  is  called  a  spar-decked  vesseL    The  affidavit 
j^^y^^     then  states :  ^'  Upon  the  said  alterations  being  completed,  I  made 
^^^       out  the  report  and  specification^  and  handed  the  said  report  to  the 
said  committee."    Then  Mr.  EimdeU,  the  secretary,  states :  **  AmA 
I  the  said  W.  W,  BundeU  further  say  as  follows :  On  the  5th  day 
of  December,  1871,  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of  the  said  r^istry 
was  held  at  which  the  said  report  was  considered,  and  the  following 
resolution  passed : — ^Bead  Mr.  Wmahursfa  report  and  specificatioD, 
December  2nd,  relating  to  erections  on  the  deck  of  the  Tyne  Quemy 
by  which  she  had  been  practically  made  a  spar-decked  yesseL 
The  owners  to  be  informed  that  the  recent  alterations  in  this  yessel 
affect  her  dass  in  this  registry,  and  that  the  class  will  be  suspended 
.  until  the  erections  have  been  made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  com- 
mittee.   The  report  referred  to  in  the  said  resolution  as  bearing 
date  the  4th  December,  1871,  is  the  said  report  of  the  2nd 
December,  1871,  hereinbefore  referred  ta"  Therefore  in  December, 
1871,  with,  as  I  stated,  the  acquiescence  of  the  Plaintiffs,  thi» 
vessel  is  surveyed  by  Mr.  WimAurst,  the  surveyor  of  tke  association, 
with  which  the  Plaintiffs  have  connected  themselves,  and  from 
which  they  have  derived  the  advantage  of  having  their  ship  claaaed 
as  a  first-class  ship,  which  in  Lloy^Fais  called  A  1,  and  in  this  regis- 
try **  20  years,  red,"  which,  I  take  it,  means  practically  the  same 
thing.    They  have  acquiesced  in  this  survey  beiog  made,  and  they 
have  been  informed  of  the  fact  that  until  certain  strengthening 
works  are  done  the  class  will  be  suspended.  Thereupon  the  registry 
is  altered  in  this  way :  Tyne  Queen  stands  exactly  as  it  did  before ; 
her  tonnage  1014  tons,  the  name  of  the  master,  the  names  of  the 
ownersy  that  is,  the  Plaintiffs ;  the  port  of  registry  Liverpool^  when 
built  (1865),  meaning  the  first  month  of  that  year,  namely,  January 
1865.    Then  these  are  the  words  which  it  was  the  object  of  this 
motion  to  have  erased  or  discontinued  in  the  registry :  **  Class 
suspended  1871."    The  Plainti£b  have  adduced  a  large  body  of 
evidence  by  underwriters  and  shipbuilders  of  great  experience  to 
prove  two  things — ^first»  that  the  Tyne  Queen  is  a  first-dass  vessel ; 
that  she  is  registered  at  Uayd^s  as  A 1,  which  means  a  very  fint- 
dass  vessel ;  and  that  what  has  been  done  is  not  calculated  to 
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weaken  the  yessel,  or  render  her  lees  worthy  as  a  seagoing  vessel     Y.-a  M. 
than  she  was  before ;  and  they  have  also  proved  that  that  entry  in        ISTS 
the  registry  is  calculated  to  injure  the  Plaintiffs.   The  evidence  of      glovkb 
many  persons,  and  amongst  others  the  last  charterers  of  the  vessel, 
proves  that  it  has  injured  the  vessel  to  such  an  extent  that  upon 
her  coming  home,  making  the  last  voyage  from  Canada  to  Liver* 
foclj  there  was  very  great  difficulty  in  obtaining  a  freight.    That 
it  is  calculated,  therefore,  to  injure  the  Plaintiffs,  and  does  injure 
them,  I  can  entertain  no  doubt  upon  the  result  of  the  evidence 
Still  there  remains  the  question  whether  the  Plaintiffs  have  any 
right  to  complain  in  this  Court  and  ask  the  Court  to  grant  an» 
injunction  to  restrain  the  continuance  of  that  entry.    Now  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  entry  ?  This  is  an  association  which  everybody 
who  joins  it»  I  think,  must  understand  is  an  association  based  upon* 
this  principle,  that  those  who  conduct  its  affairs  are  to  form  their 
own  opinion  and  to  class  the  vessels  as  they  think  fit.  lliey  exercise 
their  discretion  by  putting  the  vesse]  into  the  very  first  class. 
Gould  the  owners  have  complained  if  they  had  exercised  their 
discretion  by  putting  her  in  a  lower  class  ?    That  the  surveyors 
exercised  honestly  their  discretion  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever. 
Mr.  OkuBS  admits  they  have  exercised  their  discretion  honestly, 
bat  he  has  suggested  that  the  object  was  to  give  Mr.  Wimshurri 
and  those  in  the  same  position  an  additional  fee.     It  is  merely  a 
question  whether  he  should  have  the  surveyor's  fee  or  somebody 
else.    Mr.  Wimshurd  swears,  and  I  believe  he  correctly  swears, 
that '^  the  said  committee,  in  refusing  to  make  the  alterations  in  the 
r^;i8ter  as  required  by  the  Plainti£&,  were  not  influenced  by  any 
peiBonal  motives  towards  the  said  Plaintiffsi  but  were  actuated 
solely  by  a  desire  to  perform  their  duty  towards  underwriters  and 
sabscribers  to  the  registry,  who  rely  upon  the  statements  contained 
in  the  said  register,  and  solely  with  a  view  to  the  interests  of  sub- 
scribers and  underwriters,  and  also  of  the  shipping  community  in 
general,  who,  in  questions  as  to  the  character  and  seaworthiness  of 
vessels,  place  very  great  reliance  upon  the  information  contained 
in  the  said  list."    I  ask  again  what  is  the  meaning  of  that  entry — 
'^  Glass  suspended  1871  '*  ?  Does  it  mean  anything  more  than  that 
those  who  conduct  the  affairs  of  this  association  have  not,  as  things 
now  exist,  made  up  their  minds  in  which  dass  she  shall  now  be 
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y.-G.  M.     place.1,  whether  she  was  to  remain  twenty  year?,  or  something  lower 

1873        than  twenty  years.    If  that  is  their  opinion,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see 

Oloybr      upon  what  ground  they  are  not  at  liberty  to  record  their  opinion. 

RoTDEv      ^  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  Flainti£fs  have  bound  themselTes 

to  give  them  the  liberty  of  forming  an  opinion,  and  that  their  own 

acts  in  1871,  and  again  in  1872,  are  conclusive  that  they  did  admit 
the  right  of  this  association  to  form  their  opinion  as  to  the  classifica- 
tion of  this  ship,  because  they  again  in  1872,  not  upon  their  own 
application  undoubtedly,  but  upon  the  application  of  the  Defen- 
dants, gave  an  order  to  survey  the  ship,  and  having  given  that 
order  she  was  surveyed ;  which  is  again,  according  to  Mr.  BundeU, 
submitting  to  the  propriety  of  the  Defendants  forming  their  own 
opinion.  That  is  distinctly  shewn  by  this  letter,  which  is  set  out 
in  the  same  affidavit  which  the  Plaintiff -wrote  on  the  22nd  of  July, 
1872 : — "  We  have  your  favour  of  the  20th  instant,  with  copy  of 
your  previous  letter  of  the  9th  December  last,  respecting  the 
Tyne  Queen^  8.S.  Please  furnish  us  with  the  particulars  of  the 
requirements  of  your  committee,  referred  to  in  your  letter,  when 
the  same  shall  have  our  best  consideration."  That  is  from  the 
Plaintiffs.  In  answer  to  that  the  Defendants*  secretary,  Mr.  Bunddl, 
writes  on  the  same  day:  '^I  am  directed  by  the  committee,  in  reply 
to  your  letter  of  this  date,  to  say  that,  on  receipt  of  the  necessary 
order,  the  chief  surveyor  will  be  instructed  to  visit  the  Tyne 
QueeUy  s.s.,  and  report  as  to  the  ^  awning  deck,'  and  what  is  neces* 
sary  to  the  restoration  of  this  vessel's  class."  The  same  affidavit 
states :  ''  The  additions  required  in  the  said  report  could  have  been 
easily  made  at  small  expense  without  the  necessity  of  the  vessel 
having  to  be  put  into  graving  dock,  and  are  merely  such  as  would 
have  been  required  to  give  the  vessel  strength  barely  equivalent 
to  what  would  have  been  required  by  the  committee  at  the  time 
the  vessel  was  built  if  she  had  been  originally  constructed  as  an 
awning  or  spar-decked  vessel."  Considering  that  the  ckss  of  this 
vessel  was  suspended  in  December,  1871,  that  she  has  been  em- 
ployed, as  I  understand,  ever  since,  and  that  they  never  found  oat 
this  grievous  evil  which  they  have  suffered  until  very  lately — if  I 
were  to  go  upon  the  question  of  time,  the  time  which  has  been 
allowed  to  elapse  would  be  a  fatal  bar  to  my  granting  them  on 
injunction  upon  an  interlocutory  application.    But  something  more 
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than  I  have  heard  of  must  have  occurred,  because  imputatioDS     V.-C.  M. 
bave  been  made  on  the  conduct  of  the  Defendants.    If  they  are  to       1878 
exist  for  this  purpose,  as  they  did  exist  with  the  concurrence  of  the      Cloyeb 
Plainti&y  for  their  protection,  as  well  as  for  the  protection  of  the     rotokk. 

mercantile  class,  and  indeed  society  at  large,  I  cannot  conceive       

anything  more  straightforward  or  honest  than  the  course  they 
have  adopted.  If  their  agents — those  persons  upon  whose  opinions 
they  must  act — have  fairly  and  honestly  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  unless  the  works  of  this  vessel,  after  the  alterations  which 
have  been  made,  are  strengthened  in  the  manner  they  prescribe, 
they  cannot  class  her  as  *'  20  years,  red,"  surely  they  must  be 
justified  in  entering  in  their  own  books,  as  their  own  opinion,  that 
the  class  is  suspended ;  that  is,  that  until  these  works  are  done 
they  cannot  make  up  their  minds,  and  they  suspend  their  opinion 
as  to  what  class  she  shall  belong.    The  whole  book  is  but  a  matter 
of  opinion.    The  Plaintiffs  have  become  members  of  the  association, 
and  supported  it  because  they  knew  that  opinions  were  recorded 
b  that  book  as  to  what  class  a  vessel  belongs  to.     If  they  took 
advantage,  as  they  did  take  advantage,  of  this  registry  by  having 
the  Tyne  Queen  recorded  as  being  a  ship  of  a  very  first-class,  I 
think  they  have  no  right  to  complain  that  the  same  body,  exercising 
an  honest  discretion — for  of  course  my  observation  would  not  apply 
if  there  had  been  any  malice  or  improper  conduct,  or  any  improper 
motive  had  actuated  them  so  as  to  injure  the  Plaintiffs — acting 
npon  the  reports  of  those  who  must  be  their  advisers,  namely,  the 
surveyors,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  vessel  cannot 
any  longer  be  ranked  as  belonging  to  the  first  class  until  the 
alterations  or  improvements  required  in  the  report  are  made.    I 
think  they  were  perfectly  justified  in  entering  in  that  registry 
'^  Class  suspended.''    If  the  Plaintifis  join  a  registry  of  this  kind, 
are  they  not  bound  by  it  ?  The  committee  are  not  bound  to  say  that 
the  ship  is  ''  20  years,  red,"  unless  they  think  so.  They  are  entitled 
to  express  their  opinion,  and  they  have  expressed  it.    There  is  no 
malice ;  there  is  no  impropriety ;  there  is  no  want  of  truth ;  there 
is  no  want  of  fair  dealing.    If  the  Plaintiffs  have  sustained  any 
injury  by  it,  I  think  it  has  been  caused  in  consequence  of  their 
own  mistaken  views.    Nothing  unreasonable  was  required  from 
them.    As  I  collect  from  the  evidence,  this  vessel  is  stated  to  be 
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y.-C.  M.     worth  £25,000 ;  and  an  expenditure  of  £200,  or  thereabouts^  would 

1873       have  satisfied  the  requirements  of  this  associationi  and  if  the  addi- 

Clovme     tion  had  been  made  these  words  would  never  have  been  inserted, 

BoTOEN      ^^^  ^^^  would  have  remained  as  belonging  to  class  **  20  years,  red/' 

and  all  these  evils  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  complain  would  have  been 

avoided.  Therafore,  although  I  am  satisfied  they  have  sustained 
damage — and  the  evidence,  I  think,  is  distinct  on  that  subject — I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  an  evil  that  they  have  brought 
upon  themselves.  I  think  a  little  more  forbearing  conduct  might 
have  remedied  it.  I  am  at  a  loss,  on  any  grounds  whatever,  to 
conceive  that  a  case  has  been  established  by  this  bill  for  the  inter- 
ference of  the  Court.  If  it  is  a  case  of  injury,  I  think  it  is  not  a 
case  for  injunction.  They  may  have  a  remedy  elsewhere.  There< 
fore,  not  only  upon  the  merits,  but  upon  the  ground  of  the  long 
delay  and  their  long  acquiescence,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
case  for  an  injunction  is  not  established,  and  the  motion  must  be 
refused. 

My  first  impression  upon  the  openinp^  of  this  case  was,  that  it 
was  rather  an  arbitrary  exercise  of  the  Defendants*  discretioiL 
But  having  heard  the  elaborate  and  able  arguments  which  have 
been  addressed  to  me,  I  see  no  reason  whatever  to  blame  the 
Defendants  for  the  course  they  have  taken.  Nor  do  I  see  the 
slightest  ground  for  coming  to  the  condasion  that  in  this  traDsac- 
tion  they  have  been  actuated  by  any  other  desire  than  faithfully 
to  perform  that  duty  which  they  have  undertaken  towards  ship- 
owners 'and  the  public  in  general.  Under  these  circumstances,  I 
cannot  do  otherwise  than  refuse  the  motion  with  costs.  It  has 
entirely  failed,  in  my  opinion,  and  therefore  the  usual  consequences 
must  follow. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  &.  L.  P.  Eyre  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  FiM^  Boaeoe,  db  Co. 
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LATHAM  V.  CHABTERED  BANK  OF  INDIA.  V.-C.B. 


[1871    L.    142.] 

MereantUe  Law — Letter  of  Hypoihtcation  of  Bill  of  Lading -^Insurance  Policy 
Moneyg — BUI  of  Exchange — Agreement  hy  Holdert  not  to  present  the  BiU  at 
Maturity — Effect  oh  the  Liability  of  the  Drawer. 

A  shipper  at  Bombay  having  consigned  goods  to  merchants  in  England, 
drew  on  them  for  £1200,  and  insured  the  goods  for  £1700.  He  sold  the 
draft  to  the  Defendants,  a  hank,  and  handed  them  at  the  same  time  the 
policy  of  insurance  and  the  hills  of  lading,  with  a  letter  of  hypothecation 
signed  hy  him.  This  letter  stated  that  the  shipper,  having  sold  the  hills  to 
the  hank,  and  having  at  the  same  time  handed  to  them,  **  as  collateral 
securities  for  the  due  payment  of"  the  hill,  '*  the  hills  of  lading  and  shipping 
documents  of  the  several  goods  stated  at  foot,"  therehy  au&orized  the  bank, 
"on  default  heing  made  in  acceptance  on  presentment^  or  in  payment  at 
maturity  "  of  the  hill,  to  sell  the  goods  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  payment  of 
the  hill ;  **  the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  placed  against  any  other  of  my  bQls 
which  may  at  the  time  he  in  the  hands  of  the  said  bank,  or  any  other 
liability  of  me  to  the  said  bank."  The  only  documents  stated  at  foot  were 
the  bill  of  exchange  and  the  hill  of  lading.  The  ship  was  burnt  at  sea  and 
the  cargo  lost.  The  draft  for  £1200  was  duly  accepted,  but  the  acceptors 
filing,  it  was  dishonoured  at  maturity.  The  bank  recouped  themselves  out 
of  the  policy  moneys  which  had  been  paid  to  them  by  the  insurance  office, 
and  had  a  balance  in  their  hands.  This  balance  having  been  claimed  by 
the  Flaintifb,  who  were  assignees  for  value  of  it  from  the  shipper,  the  bank 
claimed  it  as  a  collateral  security  for  a  debt  due  to  them  from  the  shipper 
on  another  account.  He  had  shipped  goods  to  other  consignees,  and  had 
drawn  against  the  goods  bills,  which  were  also  in  the  hands  of  the  same 
bank.  When  the  bills  fell  due,  the  drawees  had  requested  the  bank  to 
defer  presentment  of  the  bills.  The  bills  had  not  been  presented,  but  the 
goods  had  been  sold  at  a  loss,  and  the  bank  had  re-drawn  upon  the  shipper 
for  the  deficiency ;  but  he  had  failed : — 

Eeidf  that  the  letter  of  hypothecation  did  not  extend  to  any  other 
liability  of  the  shipper  to  the  bank  than  that  arising  upon  the  £1200  bill : 

Eeldf  further,  that  the  bank,  having,  at  the  request  of  the  drawees,  refrained 
from  presenting  the  bills,  had  practically  given  them  time,  and  had  thus 
released  the  drawer,  and  that  the  shipper  was  not  indebted  to  the  bank 
on  this  account : 

Eeld,  on  both  grounds,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  surplus  in 
the  hands  of  the  bank. 

Motion  for  decree. 

la  April,  1870,  Jaitha  VuUubjee,  of  Bombay,  shipped  100  bales 
of  cotton  by  the  Aurora  to  Ooupland  Brothers  of  Liverpool,  and 


1874 
Jan,  14. 
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y.-G.  B.     drew  a  bill  for  £1200,  dated  the  14th  of  April,  1870,  against  the 

1874        consignment,  for  their  acceptance.    The  shipper  duly  insured  the 

l^^^^^     cotton  for  £1700,  and  immediately  upon  the  shipment  sold  the 

^^^  *•  draft  to  the  CJiartered  Bank  of  India,  China,  and  Australia,  at 

Bank  of     the  same  time  handing  to  them  the  bill  of  lading  with  a  letter  of 

*       hypothecation  and  the  policy  of  insurance;  all  which  documents 

the  bank  forwarded  to  their  London  agents,  who  got  Couflanii 
acceptance  to  the  bilL 

The  letter  of  hypothecation,  so  far  as  material,  was  as 
follows : — 

*^  To  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  AudraUot  and  China. 

•*  Bombay,  April  14th,  1870. 

*'  Having  this  day  sold  to  you  three  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by 
me  on  Messrs.  Coupland  Brothers'  of  Liverjiod,  the  particulars  of 
which  are  noted  at  foot,  and  having  at  the  same  time  handed  to 
you,  as  collateral  securities  for  the  due  payment  of  the  said  bills, 
the  bills  of  lading  and  shipping  documents  of  the  several 
goods  also  stated  at  foot,  the  agreement  is  understood  to  be  as 
follows : — 

^'I  authorize  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  and  China, 
or  any  manager  or  agent  thereof  (but  not  so  as  to  make  it 
imperative),  to  insure  the  above  goods,  •  ^  .  .  and  to  add  the 
premiums  and  expenses  of  such  assurances  to  the  amount  charge- 
able to  me  in  respect  of  the  said  bills,  and  to  take  their  recourse 
against  the  said  goods  or  against  me  for  their  reimbursement;  and 
also  to  sell  any  portion  of  the  said  goods  which  may  be  necessarr 
for  payment  of  freight;  and  the  said  bank  are  to  take  such 
measures  generally,  and  to  make  such  charges  for  commission, 
and  to  be  accountable  in  such  manner,  but  not  fetrther  or  other- 
wise, as  in  ordinary  cases  between  a  merchant  and  his  cor- 
respondent. ... 

'*  I  further  authorize  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Austrdia, 
and  China,  or  any  manager  or  agent  thereof,  on  default  being 
made  in  acceptance  on  presentment  or  in  payment  at  maturity  of 
any  of  the  above  bills,  or  on  the  drawees'  suspension  of  payment 
during  the  currency  of  the  bills,  to  sell  the  said  goods  or  a  com- 
petent part  thereof,  and  to  apply  the  net  proceeds  (after  deducting 
usual  commission  and  charges)  in  payment  of  such  bills  with  re- 
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exehange  and  charges ;  the  balance,  if  any,  to  be  placed  against 
aoj  other  of  my  bills  which  may  at  the  time  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  said  bank,  or  any  other  liability  of  me  to  the  said  bank ;  and 
sabject  thereto  to  be  accounted  for  to  the  proper  parties.  In  case 
the  net  proceeds  of  such  goods  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  the 
amount  of  any  such  bills  with  re-exchange  and  charges,  I  authorize 
the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  and  China,  or  the  holders 
thereof  for  the  time  being,  to  draw  on  me  for  the  deficiency,  and  I 
^igage  to  honour  such  drafts  on  presentment;  it  being  understood 
that  the  account  current  rendered  by  the  said  bank  shall  be 
acknowledged  and  allowed  as  sufficient  proof  of  sale  and  loss.  •  •  • 
*'  Lastly,  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  delivery  of  said  collateral 
securities  to  your  bank  shall  not  prejudice  your  rights  on  said 
bills  in  case  of  dishonour,  nor  shall  any  recourse  taken  thereon 
affect  the  title  of  the  bank  to  said  securities  to  the  extent  of  my 
liability  to  your  bank  as  above. 

''  Your  obedient  servant, 

*^  Jaitha  VuUubjee^* 

Bills  and  Docuhet^ts  above  befebred  to. 


V.^,  B. 

1874 


Date. 

Particulars  of  Bills. 

Particulars  of  Goods. 

1 
Amount  |                Drawee. 

Bill  of  Lading. 

Xame  of  Ship. 

1870. 
A'pril  14th. 

1200      MesRrs.  Coupland  Bros. 
1            Liverpool, 

ICO  bales  cotton,  j      Aurora, 

( 
1 

Shortly  after  tlie  commencement  of  her  voyage  the  Aurora  and 
cargo  were  burnt  at  sea,  and  the  cotton  became  a  total  loss. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1870,  before  the  maturity  of  the  bills, 
Coupland  Brothers  went  into  liquidation,  and  when  the  bank 
presented  the  bill  of  exchange,  it  was  dishonoured. 

At  this  date  VvHuhjee  was  under  liability  to  the  same  bank 
upon  other  accounts — particularly  upon  two  consignments  of 
cotton  by  two  vessels  called  the  Western  Bdle  and  the  Canute, 
shipped  by  him  to  Haigh,  Wilson,  &  Co,,  and  against  which  he  had 
drawn  two  bills  for  £3000  each  upon  Haigh,  Wilson,  d  Co.^  which 
he  had  sold  to  the  bank.  These  two  bills  became  due  on  the  3rd 
of  December,  1870,  and  on  that  date  Haigh  and  Wilson  wrote  and 
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y.>C.  B.     sent  to  the  bank  a  letter,  of  ivhich  the  material  portion  was  as 

1874        follows : — 

**  Liverpody  3rd  December,  1870. 

"  To  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  wnd  China,  London. 

^Inma!*^         "  Gentlemen, — We  haye  to  request  that  you  will  defer  present- 

ment  for  payment  of  our  acceptances  maturing  to-day  as  follow 

viz. :"— (Then  followed  a  list  of  bills,  including  the  two  for  £3000 
each  by  the  Western  Belle  and  Canute)—**  and  in  consideration  of 
your  so  doing  we  hereby  hold  ourselves  in  every  respect  liable  to 
you  on  account  of  the  said  acceptances  as  if  the  same  had  been 
regularly  presented  at  due  date.  As  further  security  for  all  oar 
obligation  to  your  bank,  we  now  hand  you  £750  as  additional 
margin.  It  is  understood  that  the  cotton  represented  by  the 
above-named  shipments  is  to  be  sold  under  the  supervision  and 
control  of  your  agent  in  Liverpool,  Mr.  John  Scott,  and  to  whom 
our  broker  will  have  to  account  for  the  net  proceeds,  and  that, 
should  all  our  acceptances  not  be  fully  paid  before  the  re-drafts 
on  the  respective  native  drawers  for  deficiencies  are  sent  out,  such 
re-drafts  are  to  be  placed  in  your  hands  for  collection,  and  the 
proceeds  to  be  held  by  you  against  any  "balance  that  may  be  due 
to  the  bank  by  us.  As  further  security  for  all  our  obligations  to 
the  bank,  we  assign  to  you  all  our  interest  in  "  (another  contract, 
the  particulars  of  which  were  not  explained). 

After  receipt  of  this  letter,  the  bank  sold  the  cotton,  but  the 
proceeds  fell  short  of  the  amount  of  the  bills  by  nearly  £2000. 
for  this  deficiency  the  bank  re-drew  on  Jaitha  Vullubjee,  but  could 
not  obtain  hiis  acceptance. 

On  the  18th  of  January,  1871,  Vuttubfee,  being  indebted  to  the 
firm  of  Finlay,  Scott,  &  Co.,  of  Bombay ^  assigned  the  policy  moneys 
in  respect  of  the  Aurora  to  them. 

In  March,  1871,  the  insurance  company  paid  £1700  in  respect 
of  the  Awrwa  policy,  as  for  a  total  loss,  to  the  bank. 

In  April,  1871,  Jaitha  Vullubjee  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  in 
Bombay,  and  his  estate  and  effects  had  become  vested  in  Eenry 
Oamble,  as  official  assignee. 

Finlay  &  Co.  having  claimed  the  £1700  from  the  bank,  and 
the  bank  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  retain  it,  this  bill  was  filed  on 


VOL.  XVIL]  EQUITY  OASES.  209 

the  6th  of  October.  1871,  by  the  members  of  the  firm  of  Finlay^     y.-a  B. 
SooU,  it  Co.,  against  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  and  Eenry       1874 
OamUe,  praying  for  a  declaration  that  the  bank  were  trustees  for     l^^h 
the  Plaintifis  of  the  balance  of  the  £1700,  after  satisfying  and  ^  *• 
retaining  the  amount  dae  to  the  bank  in  respect  of  the  dis-     Bahkof 
honoured  bill,  and  that  the  bank  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the       ..^ ' 
same  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Defendants,  the  bank,  by  their  answer  admitted  that  the 
policy  moneys  exceeded  the  amount  due  in  respect  of  the  dis- 
honoured bill  against  the  shipment  per  Aurora  by  about  £470 ; 
bat  said  that  Jaitha  VuUubjee  was  indebted  to  them  in  respect 
of  the  deficiendes  on  the  shipments  per  Western  Belle  and  Canute, 
and  they  claimed  under  the  letter  of  hypothecation  of  the  14th 
of  April,  1870,  to  retain  the  balance  of  £470  in  discharge,  so  &r 
as  it  would  extend,  of  such  deficiencies. 

The  bill  was  amended,  and  as  amended  charged  that  eyen  if  it 
was  the  fieust  (which  they  denied)  that  Jaitha  YvUvbjee  or  his  estate 
was  indebted  to  the  bank,  yet  that  the  bank,  by  having  agreed, 
without  the  consent  of  VvUvhjee,  to  give  time  to  Haigh,  Wtison, 
&  Go^  had  released  the  estate  of  VuUubjee  from  all  claim  in  respect 
of  the  two  bills  of  £3000. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Rrrere,  for  the  Plaintifis : — 

It  is  sufficient  that  the  only  shipping  document  of  goods 
scheduled  to  the  letter  of  hypothecation  is  the.  bill  of  lading  to 
shew  that  the  Defendants  have  no  claim  to  the  balance  of  these 
policy  moneys.  Even  if  the  letter  of  hypothecation  had  in  terms 
extended  to  the  policy  of  insurance,  the  bank  would  not  be 
entitled  to  retain  the  balance  to  cover  any  claim  beyond  the 
amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange— that  is  to  say,  to  apply  the 
balance  to  a  claim  arising  out  of  another  transaction. 

Besides,  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1870,  was  a  plain 
agreement  by  the  holder  of  a  bill  to  give  time  to  the  acceptor. 
According  to  the  unirersal  rule,  such  an  agreement  discharges  the 
drawer  from  his  liability  as  surety,  in  case  of  failure  on  the  part  of 
the  acceptor :  Oriental  Financial  Corporation  v.  Overend,  Chtrney, 
&Co.{l). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Cli.  142. 
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The  distinction  between  the  right  which  a  shipper  who  has 
stopped  goods  has,  against  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  snch  goods,  and 
against  policy  moneys  which  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  a 
damaged  part  of  the  cargo,  was  clearly  pointed  out  by  Lord 
Oaims  in  Bemdtson  ▼.  Strang  (1). 

The  bank  do  not  set  up  a  general  credit.  They  say  they  have 
bought  two  other  bills  which  are  not  yet  paid,  upon  which  thej 
have  realized,  but  have  found  a  deficiency.  What  proof  is  there 
that  Haigh,  WHsan,  db  Co.  will  not  pay  the  deficiency  ? 

The  right  to  the  policy  moneys  must  follow  the  right  of  owner- 
ship in  the  goods.  The  right  of  the  bank  can  only  arise  in  the 
event  of  the  power  of  selling  the  goods  arising  and  being  exercised. 

If  the  Defendants*  argument  be  good  for  anything,  it  must 
amount  to  this,  that  the  letter  of  hypothecation  comprised  not  this 
transaction  alone,  but  any  possible  claim,  arising  out  of  any  state 
of  circumstances,  which  the  bank  might  have  against  the  shipper 
at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  bill 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wedlake,  for  the  Defendantsf,  the 
bank: — 

The  transaction  between  Eaiffh,  WHsony  dt  Co.  and  the  bank 
does  not  amount  to  a  release  of  the  drawer  of  the  bilL  The  letter 
is  merely  a  request  by  drawees  of  a  bill  to  the  holders  to  defer 
presentment,  and  it  goes  on  expressly  to  say :  ''  We  hold  ourselves 
in  every  respect  liable  to  you,  on  account  of  the  said  acceptances^ 
as  if  the  same  had  been  regularly  presented ;"  in  other  words, 
^  Don't  present  the  bills,  and  in  consideration  of  your  not  present- 
ing, we  hold  ourselves  liable  to  you,  just  as  if  they  had  been  pre- 
sented." All  that  Haighf  Wilson,  dt  Co.  wanted  was  to  avoid 
notarial  protest.  That  is  the  whole  arrangement  No  time  is 
fixed ;  and  consistently  with  this,  we  might  have  presented  the 
bills  two  days  afterwards.  Can  it  be  said  that  this  was  such  a 
binding  contract  as  to  release  the  drawer  ?  PhUpot  v.  Briant  (2). 
All  the  rule  amounts  to  is,  that  if  you  give  time  to  the  acceptor 
or  indorsee,  you  shall  not,  in  fraud  of  that  contract,  sue  the 
drav.er  or  indorsee:  Hall  v.  Cole  (3).    Here  there  was  no  time 


(1)  Law  R-p.  3  Ch.  588. 

(3)  4  A.  &  E.  577. 


(2)  4  Bing.  717. 
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fixed,  and  no  contract  to  release  anybody.    Oiir  object  vfss  to     T.-O.  B. 
assist  in  protecting  the  credit  of  Haiffh,  Wilson,  &  Co.    There  was       1874 
nothing  to  prevent  the  drawer  paying  ns,  and  taking  his  remedy     lathau 
ogainst  Eaighy  Wilson,  dh  Co.     Nor  has  the  drawer  been  pre-  cg^JJinaD 
jadiced.    We  have  sold  the  goods,  and  to  that  extent  the  drawer's    ^^^*  of 

liability  is  discharged ;  but  we  never  contracted  not  to  sue  the        

drawer  for  the  unpaid  balance,  or  to  forego  any  right  against 
him.  All  we  consented  to  do  was  to  postpone  presentment  for  a 
day,  or  a  month,  just  as  we  pleased. 

Besides,  this  proceeding  is  not  an  action  on  the  bill.  It  is  a 
suit  to  deprive  us  of  the  benefit  of  a  collateral  security.  This 
balance  was  pledged  to  us  to  make  good  any  deficiency  on  the  part 
of  the  shipper.  It  represents  goods  which  we  had  a  right  to  sell, 
and  the  proceeds  of  which  we  had  a  right  to  apply  first  in  payment 
of  the  £1200  bill,  and  then  of  other  bills  in  our  hands,  drawn  by 
the  shipper  of  the  goods.  It  is  said  that  the  policy  is  not  included 
in  the  letter;  but  surely  it  would  come  within  the  general  desig- 
nation of  "  shipping  documents."  It  is  therefore  a  collateral  security, 
and  the  rule  applicable  to  actions  on  bills  of  exchange  does  not 
apply.  Even  if  an  action  by  us  against  the  drawer  should  fail, 
our  right  to  this  balance  is  that  of  a  creditor  having  recourse  to 
his  collateral  security  against  his  debtor:  Hitchcock  v.  Eumfrey  (1) ; 
Wcdion  V.  MascaU  (2) ;  Murray  v.  King  (3). 

[The  Yice-Chancellob  : — Suppose  part  of  the  goods  had  been 
bumt|but  enough  had  come  home  safe  to  cover  the  bill,  could  you 
have  claimed  the  policy  moneys  in  respect  of  the  burnt  portion  ?] 

Perhaps  not ;  because  uo  right  to  sell  the  goods  would  then 
have  arisen.  But  to  the  proceeds  of  sale  we  are  entitled.  Here 
the  goods  have  wholly  perished,  and  we  are  entitled  to  the 
whole.  We  do  not  say  that  the  policy  moneys  represent  the 
goods  for  all  purposes  and  under  all  circumstances;  but  that 
where,  under  the  letter  of  hypothecation,  there  would  have  been 
a  right  to  sell  the  goods,  there  the  law  puts  the  policy  moneys  in 
the  place  of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  If  the  right  to  sell  had  not 
arisen,  it  might  have  been  otherwise.    If  this  were  not  so,  what 

(1)  5  Man.  &  G.  559.  (2)  13  M.  &  W.  452. 

(3)  5  B.  &  A.  165. 
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V.-C.  B.     was  the  meaning  of  the  delivery  of  the  policy  by  JattAa  Vvl- 

1^74        Ivbjee  to  the  bank?     It  must  have ' represented  some  security, 

Lathau      ^^^  ^^^  security  was^  that  if  a  right  of  sale  should  arise,  the 

Chartbred   P^^^^y  iiaoneys  should  represent  the  goods.    Bemdtson  v.  Strang  (1) 

Bank  OP     was  an  illustration  of  an  instance  where  policy  moneys  would 

— i*       not  represent  goods.    There  it  was  the  consignee  who  had  insuied, 

not  the  consignor  and  drawer  of  the  bill. 

The  rule  as  to  discharging  a  surety  is  confined  to  legal  proceed- 
ings on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  has  no  application  to  questions 
arising  under  the  law  of  merchants.  Here  the  &ct  remains  that 
the  bills  have  not  been  presented,  and  consequently  there  is  no 
right  of  action  against  Eaigh,  Wilson,  dt  Co.  It  does  not  follow 
that  we  have  lost  our  collateral  security  against  Jaitha  VuHutjee. 
He  has  had  full  notice,  for  the  re-drafts  have  been  sent  to  him  for 
his  acceptance.  They  have  not  been  met>  and  hence  the  monep 
in  our  hands,  representing  the  goods  hypothecated  to  us,  are 
applicable  to  cover  them. 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply. 

f    Sir  James  Bacon,  V.C,  after  some  preliminary  observations, 
continued : — 

The  transaction  is  simply  this :  A  shipper  in  India  draws  a  bill 
upon  his  consignees  in  England ;  he  sells  it  upon  the  market  in 
India,  and  accompanies  it  with  the  bill  of  lading,  which  is  the  only 
document  that  I  know  of.  But  it  is  stated  that  at  the  same  time 
he  deposited  with  the  persons  who  bought  the  bill  of  him  a  policy 
of  insurance  against  damage  by  fire  to  the  cargo.  Now,  what  is 
the  meeting  of  that  transaction?  Without  stopping  to  consider 
the  terms  in  which  it  is  expressed,  it  is  this,  and  this  only :  "  I 
have  shipped  to  England  goods  that  are  at  least  worth  the  £1200 
for  whi^  I  have  drawn ;  I  give  you,  by  means  of  the  bill  of  lading* 
the  power  to  secure  to  yovreelf  the  payment  of  that  £1200  if  tlie 
parties  liable  upon  the  bill  do  not  pay  it."  Is  there  anything 
more  than  that  in  the  contract  between  the  parties  ?  Is  any  other 
sum  than  £1200  in  the  contemplation  of  either  of  them — the  man 
who  buys,  or  the  man  who  sells  the  bill  ?  It  is  impossible  to  say 
that  anything  else  entered  into  their  contemplation.    The  only  nse 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  688.  ' 
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of  the  policy  of  insurance  is  to  guard  against  any  accident  that 
may  happen,  by  which  the  value  of  the  goods  shipped  may  be 
diminished,  and  to  insure  to  the  holder  of  the  bill  of  lading  that 
he  shall  have  at  least  the  value  of  the  100  bales  of  cotton  which 
are  shipped  on  board  the  vesseL    That  is  the  plain  transaction, 
and  it  is  so  stated  in  the  answer,  if  the  answer  be  read  without 
attaching  more  importance  to  the  words  than  really  belongs  to 
them,  or  endeavouring  to  strain  them  beyond  what,  in  my  opinion, 
was  the  true  intention  of  the  parti^  and  the  true  nature  of  the 
transaction.    The  statement  in  the  answer  is,  that  the  shipper  ^'  at 
the  same  time  handed  to  the  said  bank  as  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  said  draft  the  bills  of  lading  of  the  said  cotton,  and  the  said 
policy  of  assurance."    That  was  the  real  transaction  between  the 
parties,  and  the  benefit  of  that^  to  the  full,  the  Defendants,  the  bank, 
have  had.    The  letter  of  hypothecation  does  not  extend  that  in  ihe 
slightest  degree: — [His  Honour  read  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
letter  of  hypothecation  set  out  above,  and  continued : — ]    Then  fol- 
lows the  agreement,  which  gives,  first  of  all,  power  to  the  purchasers 
of  the  bill  to  insure  if  they  think  fit — it  gives  them  power  to  deal 
during  the  currency  of  the  bill  in  the  way  which  is  pointed  out  in 
the  second  paragraph.    Then  comes  this : — [His  Honour  read  the 
next    paragraph,   beginning,   ''I   further    authorize,"  and    coti- 
tiQued : — ]    The  letter  is  confined  in  its  terms,  as  well  as  entirely  in 
its  nature,  to  those  bills  amounting  to  £1200,  and  to  those  100 
bales  of  cotton  which  are  mentioned  in  the  document  to  which  I 
have  been  referring.    Upon  what  ground  can  it  be  said  that,  if  by 
any  accident  beyond  the  terms  of  this  contract  a  sum  of  money 
should  come  into  the  hands  of  the  Bank  of  Australia,  the  bank 
were  therefore  at  liberty  to  apply  that  money  in  satisfaction  of 
any  debt  which  the  India  merchant  might  owe  to  them  ?    There 
is  no  ground  whatever  for  any  such  pretence.    The  contract  is 
clear,  plain,  usual,  ordinary,  open  to  no  doubt  or  question.  Nobody 
has  questioned  the  right  of  the  bank  to  have  the  bills  which  were 
mentioned  in  this  memorandum  satisfied,  and  they  have  been 
satisfied — ^not  exactly  in  the  mode  here  contemplated,  but  by 
means  of  the  delivery  to  them  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  which 
was  80  delivered  to  them,  only  that  they  might  have  the  bills  paid 
when  they  arrived  at  maturity.    It  would  be  putting  a  construc<^ 

Q2  2 


V..a  B, 

1874 


Lathah 

tr. 

Ghabtkbxd 

Bank  OF 

India. 


Impia. 


214  EQUITY  OASES.  [L.  B. 

V.-C.  B.      ti^^  Vi]pon  these  words  wholly  at  variance,  not  only  with  the  inten- 
1874        ^^^^  ^f  ^^®  parties,  but  with  the  very  expressions  themselves,  if  I 

J^  M     ^®^  *^  ^^^^  ^^^^'  ^y  means  of  this  transaction,  this  letter  of 
V.         hypothecation,  and  the  policy  of  insurance  which  accompanied  it, 

Bank  of     the  bank  were  entitled  to  any  more  than  the  very  sum  which  was 
expressed  in  the  bills  of  exchange. 

The  case  might  be  decided  upon  that  point  alone.  That  would 
be  enough  to  justify  the  Plaintiffs  in  making  the  present  demand. 
But  another  point  has  been  suggested,  arising  out  of  the  trans- 
action with  Messrs.  Haighy  Wilson,  <&  Co.  Now  I  take  the  law  to 
be  perfectly  clear,  that  if  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
by  a  foreign  or  domestic  drawer  upon  a  man  upon  whom  be  lias  a 
right  to  draw,  and  who  accepts  the  bill  when  it  is  tendered  to 
him  for  acceptance,  does  not,  when  that  bill  becomes  matured, 
present  it  for  payment — although  the  rights  of  the  holder  against 
the  acceptor  continue,  yet  as  against  the  drawer  his  rights  are 
gone,  by  reason  of  his  having  extended  the  time,  and  so  put  the 
drawer  in  a  totally  different  position  from  that  which  the  law 
would  otherwise  hold  him  to  be  placed  in,  and  which,  according  to 
the  true  nature  of  the  transaction  he  was  originally  placed  in. 

Now  what  is  this  transaction  ?  Eaigh,  Wilson,  dt  Co.,  having 
transactions  with  the  bank,  prevail  upon  the  bank  not  to  present 
for  payment  the  particular  bills.  It  is  said  that  they  desired 
to  avoid  the  notoriety  which  might  attend  the  protest  Why 
should  the  drawer  of  the  bills  be  prejudiced  by  that  ?  If  that 
arrangement  was  a  convenient  one  as  between  the  bank  and 
Messrs.  Haigh,  Wilson,  dt  Co.,  they  must  settle  it  for  themselves. 
That  the  memorandum  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1870,  is  a  plain 
agreement  on  the  part  of  .the  bank  to  postpone  for  an  indefinite 
time  the  money  due  upon  the  acceptances,  according  to  the  teuor 
of  it,  nobody  who  reads  it  can  doubt  The  agreement  is  this  :— 
[His  Honour  read  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1870,  so  far 
as  it  is  set  out  above,  and  continued: — ]  If  it  be  said  that 
no  definite  time  is  to  be  gathered  from  this  agreement — although  I 
admit  that  there  is  no  particular  day,  or  month,  or  year  mentioned 
in  it — it  is  quite  clear  that  it  is  a  contract  that  the  bank  will  not 
enforce  the  payment  of  the  particular  acceptances  until  the  re- 
drafts have  been  made  for  the  deficiencies  upon  the  native  mer- 
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chants,  and  the  resalt  of  those  drafts  shall  have  b^en  ascertained, 
and  in  the  meantime  the  drafts  themselves  are  pledged  to  or  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  bank  for  collection  by  them  of  the  moneys  for 
which  they  are  drawn.  Then  it  goes  on :  '^  As  further  security 
for  all  our  obligations  to  the  bank,  we  assign  to  you  all  our 
interest" — ^in  a  certain  contract  which  is  not  explained.  That 
comes  within  the  ordinary  rule — a  rule,  as  I  understand,  without 
exception — that  if  a  holder  of  a  bill,  having  a  right  to  present  it, 
when  it  arrives  at  maturity,  neglects  to  do  so,  and  gives  time  to 
the  acceptor,  the  person  who  ought  to  pay  the  bill,  he  thereby 
discharges  the  drawer.  That  is  a  rule  most  reasonable  and  just  in 
itself,  when  it  is  considered  what  the  consequences  upon  the  drawer 
may  be,  and  how  grievously  his  position  may  be  altered,  not  only 
by  the  neglect  of  the  holder,  but  by  a  contract  such  as  this  which 
the  Defendants,  the  bank,  chose  to  enter  into  upon  this  occasion.  I 
think  that  upon  that  ground  also  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  that 
which  they  ask  by  this  bill. 

Now  cases  were  referred  to  in  answer  to  this  part  of  the  case 
which  I  cannot  help  thinking  have  no  real  bearing  upon  it — the 
cases,  I  mean,  of  collateral  security.  If  a  man  has,  by  an  inde- 
pendent and  separate  contract,  agreed  that,  in  a  particular  event, 
namely,  the  non-payment  of  a  sum  of  money  at  a  particular  time, 
he  will  be  answerable  for  that  payment,  what  has  that  to  do  with 
any  formalities  that  may  have  been  neglected  or  not  properly 
enforced  in  the  way  of  presenting  the  bills,  if  there  were  bills  in 
the  case,  or  of  giving  time  for  the  payment  of  the  money,  if  time 
has  been  given  ?  In  every  one  of  the  cases  mentioned  to  me  by 
3Ir.  EddiSf  there  was  a  plain  collateral  security ;  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  went  upon  the  terms,  tenor,  and  effect  of  the 
collateral  security,  and  excluded  from  the  operation  of  that 
security  all  extraneous  circumstances,  and  all  that  was  not  refer- 
able to  the  plain  express  contract  between  the  parties.  The  policy 
of  insurance  I  take  to  have  been,  not  only  from  the  words  which 
are  used,  but  in  its  very  nature,  simply  a  security  that  certain  bills 
should  be  paid  when  they  became  due.  They  have  been  paid  after 
they  became  due ;  the  whole  demand  of  the  bank  in  respect  of 
those  bills — all  that  was  contemplated  by  the  letter  of  hypotheca- 
tion— ^has  been  accomplished;  the  bank  have  had  all  they  contracted 
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y.-€.  B.     to  have,  and  all  that  they  are  entitled  to  haye.    To  eay  that  the 

1874        proceeds  of  the  policy  of  insnrance  are  to  stand  instead  of  the 

Latham     goods  is  in  contradiction  of  that  principle  of  law  which  I  gather 

Ohambed  ^^^  Bemdtzon  v.  Sirang  (1),  where  the  main  purport  of  the 

Bank  of     decision  is  to  point  ont  clearly  that  the  goods  themselyes,  and  the 

policy  effected  in  respect  of  damage  which  might  happen  to  those 

goods,  are  in  their  nature  distinct,  and  not  to  be  confounded,  and 
that  one  is  not  be  taken  for  the  other.  The  same  thing  is  equally 
apparent  here.  There  is  no  connection,  either  in  the  expressions 
of  the  document  or  in  right  reason  or  fair  justice,  looking  at  the 
matter  as  an  ordinary  mercantile  transaction,  between  the  policy 
of  insurance,  which  was  effected  only  to  secure  the  payment  of  the. 
bill  of  exchange,  or  to  proyide  the  means  of  paying  the  bill,  and 
the  surplus,  which,  if  the  goods  had  arrived  safely,  and  had  been 
sold,  the  bank  might  haye  made  some  claim  to. 

In  my  opinion  the  Plaintiffs  succeed  in  their  demand,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  the  £470  which  is  the  balance  of  the  policy  of 
insurance,  and  for  which  alone  this  bill  was  filed. 

Mr.  Kay  asked  for  interest  at  the  ordinary  mercantile  rate 
from  tho  time  the  money  came  to  the  hands  of  the  bank. 

After  some  discussion. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said  he  would  allow  interest  at  4  per 
cent. ;  and  gave  the  Plaintiffs  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Ferrers^  for  the  assignee  of  Jaiiha  VuUvbfee,  asked  for  his 
costs. 

The  Vick-Chancellor  directed  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  his  costs 
find  add  them  to  their  own. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Markhy,  Tarry,  &  Stewart ;  Messrs.  LifMater, 
Hackwood,  Addison^  dt  Brown. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  588. 
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WATTS  V.  WATTS.  V^C.  H. 

[1871    W.    276.]   I  ^^ 

Bequest  of  Leaseholds — Notice  to  treat  hyBaUway  Company — Valtuziion — Death 
of  Testaior — Ademption — BigJU  to  Intermediate  Bents — WHls  Act  (1  Vtet^ 
e.  26),  s.  Z^StoMe  of  Frauds. 

W.  W^  by  will  in  1859,  bequeathed  leaseholds  to  his  sister  A^  and  the  resi- 
due of  his  estate  to  his  sister  E,,  and  in  1865  was  served  with  a  notice  on  the 
part  of  a  railway  oompany  to  treat  for  the  purchase,  under  the  prorisioQs  of 
their  Acts,  of  the  leaseholds  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway.  Surveyon 
appointed  by  W.  W.  and  the  company,  but  not  in  writing,  settled  the  value 
of  the  leaseholds,  and  the  former  verbally  agreed  to  accept  the  sum  named. 
TT.  W,  died  in  February,  1869,  the  matter  remaining  in  abeyance  till  April, 
1870,  when  the  sale  was  completed  by  the  executor : — 

nM,  that  the  notice  to  treaty  followed  by  the  valuation  of  the  surveyors, 
was,  notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  a  valid  contract ;  that  there  had 
been  an  ademption  of  the  bequest  to  A ;  but  that  A,  was  entitled  to  the 
rents  which  had  accrued  between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  completicMi 
of  the  purchase  by  the  company. 

Ex  parte  Hawkins  (1)  followed.    Eaynes  v.  ffaynes  (2)  distinguished. 

Motion  for  decree. 

William  Watts,  who  died  in  February,  1869,  by  his  will,  dated 
the  6tli  of  September,  1859,  bequeathed  to  his  Bister,  Ann  Watts 
(the  Plaintiff),  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  his  two 
leasehold  houses,  Nos.  5  and  6,  Barossa  Terrace,  Cambridge  Boad, 
with  the  appurtenances,  she  indemnifying  his  general  estate  against 
the  lessees'  liabilities  in  respect  thereof;  and  he  bequeathed  all 
the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  sister,  Elizabeth  Watts  (the  De- 
fendant), and  appointed  her  his  executrix.  On  the  9th  of  June, 
1865,  the  Greai  Eastern  Railway  Company  seryed  the  testator 
with  a  notice,  dated  the  Ist  of  Hay  in  that  year,  that  they  re- 
quired to  purchase  and  take  the  said  leasehold  messuages  for 
the  purposes  of  the  railways  and  works  authorized  to  be  made 
and  constructed  by  the  Greai  Eastern  BaUway  (Metropolitan 
Station  and  Bailways)  Ad,  1861,  with  which  the  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  and  the  Bailways  Clauses  Consolidation 

(1)  13  Sim.  569.  (2)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426. 
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V.-O.  H.     Act,  1845,  were  incorporated.     The  testator   and  the  company 
1873        appointed  surveyorsy  but  not  in  writing,  and,  after  some  delay 

Watis      ^^  consequence  of  the  financial  position  of  the  company,  and 
negotiations  between  them,  the  value  was  settled  at  £365,  and  the 
testator  agreed  to  accept  that  sum  in  preference  to  a  debenture  for 
£380  for  three  or  five  years,  which  the  company  offered  him.    A& 
there  was  no  probability  of  the  purchase  being  shortly  completed, 
the  surveyors  arranged  that  the  testator  should  receive  the  rents 
until  the  completion  of  the  purchase.    Instructions  to  prepare  an 
agreement  in  accordance  with  the  terms  mentioned  above  were 
sent  by  the  company's  surveyor  to  their  solicitors,  and  the  tes- 
tator's surveyor  made  an  entry  of  those  terms  in  his  diary ;  but  it 
did  not  appear  in  evidence  that  the  testator  signed  any  agreement 
The  matter  remained  in  abeyance  until  the  15th  of  December, 
1869,  when  the  solicitor  of  the  company  at  that  time  sent  to  the 
testator's  solicitor  a  draft  agreement  embodying  the  terms  pre* 
viously  arranged,  and  making  the  testator  the  vendor ;  and  it  was, 
on  the  4th  of  January,  1870,  after  an  objection  by  him  that  it  was 
unnecessary,  and  after  an  alteration  making  the  Defendant  the 
vendor,  signed  by  the  Defendant ;  and  on  the  11th  of  April,  1870, 
she  assigned  the  premises  to  the  company  and  received  the  pur- 
chase-money.    The  Defendant,  after  the  testator's  death,  and 
before  the  completion  of  the  purchase  in  April,  1870,  received 
rents  and  profits  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £42  6$.  8d.    The  Plain- 
tiff contended  that  the  testator  never  agreed  to  any  terms  or  con- 
ditions of  sale ;  that  the  premises  remained  unconverted  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death ;  that  they  passed  to  her  under  the 
bequest  in  the  will ;  and  that,  even  if  it  should  be  held  that  there 
was  a  binding  contract  for  sale  and  a  conversion  previously  to  the 
testator's  death,  still  she  was  entitled  to  the  purchase-money  on 
the  ground  that  the  bequest  passed  whatever  interest,  whether  the 
premises  or  a  lien  for  the  purchase-money,  which  the  testator  had 
therein  or  thereon  at  his  death.     The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  that 
the  trusts  of  the  will  mighty  so  far  as  they  had  not  already  been, 
be  performed ;  and  for  declarations  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  premises  comprised  in  the  bequest  to  her,  or  to  the  purchase- 
money  and  the  rents  which  accrued  before  the  completion  of  the 
sale,  and  to  interest  since  that  time,  and  to  the  costs  of  the  suit 
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The  Defendant  by  her  answer  stated  that  she  entered  into  no     V.-0.  H. 
new  agreement  with  the  company ;  that  there  was  a  binding  con-       1873 
tract  for  sale  and  a  conversion  in  the  testator's  lifetime  ;  that  she       wJms 
merely  carried  into  effect  the  agreement  which  had  been  entered 
into  between  the  testator  and  the  company ;  and  that  she  received 
and  retained  the  purchase-money  and  rents  for  her  own  benefit  as 
residuary  legatee,  on  the  ground  that  the  bequest  to  the  Plaintiff 
was  wholly  adeemed  and  taken  away  from  her  by  the  company 
having,  previously  to  the  testator's  death,  given  him  notice  of 
their  intention  to  purchase,  and  by  their  concluding  the  agree- 
ment to  purchase  the  premises  for  the  purposes  of  their  under- 
taking. 

Mr.  21  A.  Bdberis,  for  the  Plaintiff,  submitted  that  there  was  not 
a  complete  and  binding  contract  previously  to  the  death  of  the 
tesl^ator.  The  mere  facts  of  serving  the  testator  with  a  notice  to 
treat,  and  the  agreeing  upon  a  sum  by  the  surveyors  of  the  parties 
for  the  purchase-money,  such  surveyors  not  having  been  appointed 
by  any  writing,  were  not  sufiScient  to  convert  the  property.  In 
the  case  of  Be  the  Battersea  Park  Ads,  Be  Arnold  (1)  the  owner 
of  the  land  stated  the  price  that  he  was  willing  to  take,  but  died 
before  the  acceptance  of  the  offer.  The  purchase  was  afterwards 
completed  at  that  price,  but  it  was  held  that  there  had  been  no 
conversion.  Baynes  v.  Haynes  (2)  was  a  case  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  mere  notice  to  treat  did  not  constitute  a  contract  by  the 
owner  for  the  sale  of  his  property,  and  in  Bichmond  v.  Norih 
London  Bailway  Company  (3)  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  that 
the  company  must  proceed  under  their  notice  within  a  reasonable 
time.  But  in  this  case  the  nptice  was  in  1865  and  the  completion 
of  the  purchase  in  1870.  Even  assuming  that  there  was  a  valid 
contract  prior  to  the  testator's  death,  it  was  put  an  end  to,  and  a 
new  contract  was  entered  into  by  the  Defendant,  who  signed  the 
agreement  of  January,  1870.  In  Harding  v.  Metropolitan  Bailway 
Company  (4)  the  company  had  been  admitted  into  possession,  and 
the  Lord  Chancellor,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls,  held  that  the  company  must  accept  an  assignment  with  the 

(1)  32  Beav.  591.  (3)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  362. 

(2;  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426.  (4)  Ibid.  7  Ch.  164. 
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y>0.  u.     usual  covenants.    Frayne  v.  ToyZtyr  (1)  was  a  case  where  an  owner 
1873        of  land  had  verbally  agreed  to  sell,  and  afterwards  died  intestate 
-^l^^^^      before  completion.    The  heir  completed  the  contract,  but  it  was 
stated  that  he  might  have  repudiated  it  and  taken  as  heir. 

[The  Vice-Chancellob  : — That  case  does  not  appear  to  me  to 
have  much  application  to  the  present.] 

He  had  shewn  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  purchase- 
money.  Then  as  to  the  rent  received  after  the  testator's  death, 
that,  he  submitted,  also  belonged  to  the  Plaintiff. 

[He  also  referred  to  Ex  parte  Eawkim  (2),  Towriky  v.  BeiweU  (3), 
and  to  the  WtOs  Act  (1  Vict.  c.  26),  s.  23.] 

Mr.  Dickinson^  0*0.,  and  Mr.  Woodroffe^  for  the  Defendant^  con- 
tended that  the  notice  to  treat,  followed  by  the  valuation  by  the 
surveyors,  and  the  acceptance  by  the  testator  of  the  terms  agreed 
upon  by  them,  formed  a  complete  and  binding  contract,  and  that 
the  cases  cited  were  in  the  Defendant's  favour.  They  referred 
to  Haynea  v.  Haynes  (4),  and  to  Dart's  Vendors  and  Purchasers  (5) 
and  cases  there  cited. 

Mr.  Boberta,  in  reply,  contended  that  there  had  been  no  agree- 
ment signed  by  the  testator  as  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 

Mr.  Diehinsony  also  in  reply,  submitted  that  in  such  a  case  it  was 
not  necessary,  the  company  having  power  to  take  the  property,  and 
the  agents  of  the  parties  having  agreed  upon  terms  which  were 
accepted  and  acted  upon. 

Sir  Chables  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

Putting  out  of  view  for  the  moment  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the 
case  is  this:  The  testator  made  his  will  some  time  before  any 
negotiations  with  the  railway  company  took  place.  He  gave  this 
property  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  some  time  after  was  served  with  a 
notice  to  treat : — [The  Vice-Chancellor  then  stated  the  facts  set 
forth  above,  and  continued : — ] 

(1)  33  L.  J.  (Ch.)  228.  (3)  U  Ves.  591. 

(2)  13  Sim.  569.  (4)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426-436. 

(5)  4th  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  195. 
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Ultimately  the  testator  determined  to  accept  the  sum  of  £365     V.-0.  H. 
for  the  premises.    There  was  a  clear  agreement  come  to  between       1873 
the  parties^  and  part  of  it  was  that  the  testator  might  continue  in      watk 
possession  of  the  rents  until  the  purchase  should  be  completed.  An      ^^^p^g. 

actual  agreement  having,  as  a  matter  of  Uciy  been  come  to  that       

the  premises  should  be  taken  by  the  railway  company  for  £865,  it 
has  been  argued  that  all  that  has  been  done  must  be  held  to  go  for 
nothing,  because  the  SUUvie  of  Frauds  has  not  been  complied  with. 
The  answer  to  that  is,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  such  a  case,  that  the 
contract  should  be  in  writing.  If  there  be  a  contract  established 
in  fact,  which  has  been  come  to  in  the  ordinary  way  by  the  sur^ 
yejors  agreeing  upon  the  sum  to  be  paid,  that  is  a  sufiScient  con- 
tract for  the  purpose  of  consideriug  that  the  premises  have  been 
converted  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  That  was  the  deci- 
sion in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Hawkins  (1),  in  which  the  valuers 
signed  the  agreement  merely ;  and  Yice-Chancellor  ShadweU  said 
that  although  it  was  not  a  binding  contract  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  yet  he  considered  that  there  was  that  which  was  tantamount 
to  it. 

The  case  of  Eaynes  v.  Eaynes  (2),  before  Yice-Chancellor 
Kinderdey^  is  also  important;  but  is  distinguishable  from  the 
present  In  the  judgment  in  that  case  Yice-Ohancellor  Kin- 
dersley,  after  expressing  an  opinion  that  the  notice  to  treat  served 
by  the  company  does  not  constitute  a  contract  by  the  landowner 
for  the  sale  of  his  land,  referred  to  Ex  parte  Hawkins^  which,  he 
said,  did  not  rest  on  the  notice  to  treat,  but  on  a  special  con- 
tract ;  *'for  the  price  had  been  fixed  by  the  surveyors  of  the  parties, 
and  the  landowner  had  sent  an  abstract  of  his  title." 

Therefore,  following  the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Hawkins,  I  hold 
that  the  sale  of  the  premises  must  be  considered  as  an  ademption 
of  the  gift  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  consequently  the  Plaintiff's  case 
fails  as  to  the  purchase-money. 

It  was  also  argued  that  the  Plaintiff,  if  not  entitled  to  the  pur- 
chase-money, is  entitled  to  the  sum  which  was  received  for  rents 
between  the  death  of  the  testator  and  the  date  of  completion, 
because  it  was  an  interest  remaining  in  the  testator.  The  23rd 
section  of  the  Wills  Act  (1  Yict.  c.  26)  enacts  ''that  no  con- 

(1)  13  Sim.  569.  (2)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426. 
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y.-C.  H.     veyance  or  other  act  made  or  done  snbsequentlj  to  the  execation 

1873       of  a  will  of  or  relating  to  any  real  or  personal  estate  therein 

Watib      comprised,  except  an  act  by  which  such  will  shall  be  revoked  as 

Wattp       aforesaid,  shall  prevent  the  operation  of  the  will  with  respect  to 

such  estate  or  interest  in  sach  real  or  personal  estate  as  the  testator 

shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  by  will  at  the  time  of  his  death.'' 
There  is  no  authority  which  governs  the  present  ease.  I  think 
that  these  rents  must  be  considered  as  an  estate  or  interest  which 
the  testator  had  power  to  dispose  of  by  will  at  his  death,  and  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  them.  There  will  be  no  order  as  to  the 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Letvis  <&  Lewis. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  Bobert  Voss, 


Nov,  22. 


V.-C.  H.  PRITCHARD  V.  ROBERTS. 

^^'^^  [1872    P.    184.] 

SdicUor— Costs  of  estaUishing  Jpfanfs  Title  under  2B  &  26  Vici.  c.  67^  Costs 

of  Partition  Suit — Lien  on  Fund. 

The  costs  of  procoedings  under  the  Dedoaraiion  of  Tities  Act  oa  hehalf  of 
an  infant,  together  with  the  costs  of  a  partition  suit  and  of  a  snit  to  obtain 
a  declaration  of  lien  : — 

Hddy  to  be  costs  for  which  the  solicitor  had  a  lien  on  the  fund  recovered. 

IHE  Defendant  in  this  suit,  an  infant,  was  entitled  to  one  undi- 
vided moiety  of  a  house  in  Windmill  Street,  but  the  title  deeds  to 
the  property  being  lost,  there  was  great  difficulty  in  making  out 
the  title.  The  owner  of  the  other  undivided  moiety,  one  Proger, 
was  in  possession  of  the  premises,  but  refused  to  pay  any  rent  to 
the  Defendant  for  his  moiety,  though  he  offeredi  in  case  the  De- 
fendant could  make  a  title,  to  purchase  his  interest.  Under  those 
circumstances,  on  the  2Qd  of  February,  1870,  the  Plaintiff,  who  is  a 
solicitor,  presented  a  petition  in  the  name  of  the  infant,  under  the 
Declaration  of  Titles  Act,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  67) ;  and  on  the  9th  of 
December,  1870,  an  order  was  made  on  the  petition  declaring  the 
Defendant  absolutely  entitled  to  one  undivided  moiety  in  the  pre- 
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mises.  Proger,  the  owner  of  the  other  undivided  moiety,  still  refused      V.-0.  H. 
to  recognise  the  Defendant's  right,  or  to  pay  rent  for  the  Defen-        1873 
dant's  moiety,  and  thereupon  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  11th  of  February,    fbitobabd 
1871,  filed  a  bill  in  the  infant's  name  against  Proger^  for  a  par-     koJ^rts 

tition  or  sale,  and  on  the  16th  of  April,  1872,  a  decree  in  the  suit       

was  made  for  a  sale  of  the  Defendant's  undivided  moiety.  Proger 
then  offered  to  purchase  the  Defendant's  n^oiety  at  such  a  price  as 
should  be  fixed  at  Chambers,  which  the  Chief  Clerk  ultimately 
fixed  at  £593  178.  6(2.,  and  that  sum  Proger  paid  into  Court  to 
the  credit  of  the  partition  suit.  The  Plaintiff,  the  solicitor,  then 
filed  this  bill,  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  a  lien  on  the  fund  in  Court  for  the  costs  incurred  on  the 
petition  under  ihe  Declaration  of  Titles  Act,  of  the  partition  suit, 
and  of  the  present  suit. 

• 

Hr.  LincUey,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Samud  Dickinson,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

This  bill  is  filed  to  obtain  a  declaration  of  the  Plaintiff's  lien 
upon  the  fund  in  Court  under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  The  Plaintiff  might  have  proceeded  under  the  statute; 
but,  in  consequence  of  the  case  of  Bonser  v.  Bradshaw  (1),  it  was 
thought  better  to  take  the  present  proceedings,  which  he  was 
clearly  entitled  to  do :  Simpson  v.  Prothero  (2).  The  only  ques- 
tion is  as  to  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  under  the  Declaration  of 
TiUesAct;  but  those  costs  were  really  incurred  in  the  matter  of  the 
partition,  inasmuch  as  without  them  it  would  have  been  impossible 
to  have  obtained  a  decree  for  partition.  The  order  in  those  pro- 
ceedings was,  in  fact,  the  evidence  in  the  partition  suit. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  these  costs  might  have  been  recovered  in 
an  action  at  law  against  the  infant :  In  re  Howarth  (3) ;  and  might 
be  treated  as  necessaries :  Helps  v.  Clayton  (4). 

Mr.  KarslaJce,  Q.C.,  for  the  infant,  said  he  could  see  no  ground 
for  objecting  to  the  order  asked,  though,  of  course,  he  could  not 
consent. 

[He  referred  to  Baile  v.  Baile  (5).] 

(1)  4  Giff.  260.  (3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  415. 

(2)  3  Jar.  (N.8.)  711.  (4)  17  C.  B.  (N.S.)  553. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  13  Eq.  497. 
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V.-0.  H.     Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

1673  rp^Q  ^Qg^  Qf  obtaining  the  declaration  of  title  are  in  sabstance 

PuTCBABD  co^ts  incurred  in  the  partition  suit.  Moreover,  in  my  opinion  all 
BoBisTs.  these  eost^s  might,  in  a  circuitous  manner,  be  made  to  come  out  of  the 
infant's  estate.  If  the  solicitor  had  sued  the  next  Mend  of  the  infant 
for  these  costs  and  recovered  them,  the  next  friend  might  have 
recovered  them  against  the  infant  There  must,  therefore,  be  a 
declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  fund  in 
Court  for  the  costs  of  the  petition,  and  of  the  two  suits,  as  between 
solicitor  and  client,  and  an  order  that  such  costs  be  taxed  and  paid. 

Solicitor  for  both  Parties :  Mr.  0.  PrUehard. 


v.-c.  H.  LEESE  V.  MARTIN. 


1878 
Deo.  4,6,8, 


[1871    L.    14G.] 

Banherif  Lien — Deposit  of  Boxes  and  Securities  with  Bankers-^Lunacy — Com- 
mittees— Judgment  and  Charging  and  Qartiishee  Orders — Injunction. 

BankeiB  who,  aooording  to  the  usual  custom  in  London  between  bankers 
and  stockbroken,  made,  upon  the  security  of  share  certificates  and  other 
property  deposited  with  them,  advances  to  a  stockbroker  for  specific  purposes, 
were  held  not  to  have  a  general  lien  on  boxes  and  their  contents  deposited 
with  them  for  oonvenievice  and  safe  custody  by  the  same  stockbroker,  he 
keeping  the  keys  of  and  having  constant  access  to  the  boxes,  and  the  bankers 
—mere  gratuitous  bailees — ^not  knowing,  till  after  he  had  by  inquisition  been 
found  limatic,  the  contents  of  them ;  but  that  the  committees  of  the  lunatic 
were  entitled  to  have  the  bcxLes  and  their  contents  delivered  up  to  them,  not- 
withstanding that  the  bankers  had  obtained  a  judgment  in  an  action  for  the 
payment  of  the  balance  due  to  them  on  the  lunatic's  banking  account ;  and 
also  certain  charging  and  garnishee  orders. 

Motion  for  decree. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  18th  of  October,  1871 
(amended  in  March,  1872),  by  WHliam  Lease,  a  person  of  unsound 
mind  (so  found  by  inquisition),  by  Bicbard  Leeae^  one  of  the  com- 
mittees, and  also  by  the  two  committees  of  the  estate,  and  the 
object  of  it  was  to  have  deliyered  up  to  the  committees  by  the 
Defendants,  bankers  in  the  city  of  London,  a  large  box,  and  t^o 


V. 

Martin. 
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cash  boxes  and  their  contents.  WiUiam  Leese  carried  on  busi-  Y.*0.  H. 
ness  in  the  city  of  London  as  a  stock  and  share  broker.  For  1873 
some  years  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  being  found  lunatic,  on  the  jjosa 
8th  of  October,  1870,  he  employed  the  Defendants  as  his  bankers, 
and  they  from  time  to  time  made  him  advances  upon  the 
security  of  divers  deeds  and  documents  deposited  with  them ;  and 
they  allowed  him  while  he  had  an  account  with  them  to  keep  at 
their  banking  house  several  boxes,  in  which  he  from  time  to  time, 
for  more  safe  and  convenient  keeping,  deposited  various  deeds  and 
documents,  as  well  such  as  were  entrusted  to  him  by  customers  for 
purposes  connected  with  his  business,  as  others  which  were  his  own 
property.  The  Defendants  never  held  the  keys  of  any  of  the 
boxes,  nor  were  they  informed  nor  did  they  know  what  they  con- 
tained, bat  the  contents  of  all  the  boxes  were  from  time  to  time, 
without  let  or  hindrance  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  removed 
and  dealt  with  by  Wtttiam  Leese,  who  had  constant  access  thereto 
as  he  pleased.  There  were  also  allegations  that  the  contents  of 
the  boxes  were  neither  deposited  with  nor  came  to  the  hands  of 
the  Defendants  in  the  course  of  their  business  as  bankers ;  that 
the  boxes  were  in  their  possession  for  safe  custody  only,  and  not  as 
security  for  the  repayment  of  any  advances  made  by  them ;  and 
not  for  any  purpose  which  would  entitle  them,  under  any  circum- 
stances, to  claim  a  lien  thereupon,  and  that  they  were  bound  to 
deliver  up  the  boxes  and  the  contents  thereof  to  the  Plaintiff 
WiUiam  Leese  upon  demand,  whatever  might  be  the  state  of  his 
banking  account  with  them. 

There  was  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  a  correspondence  between 
the  solicitors  of  the  parties  in  reference  to  the  securities  and  docu- 
ments which  belonged  to  third  parties,  some  of  whom  gave  notice 
to  the  Defendants  of  their  rights,  but  afterwards  withdrew  it;  also 
in  reference  to  those  which  belonged  to  WiJIiam  Leese  beneficially, 
and  also  to  a  deed  of  transfer  of  a  sum  of  stock  in  a  railway  com- 
pany, which  purported  to  have  been  signed  by  a  Mrs«  Farrar,  and 
certain  share  certificates  certifying  that  she  was  a 'registered  holder 
of  two  sums  of  stock  in  the  same  railway  company ;  but  it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  more  than  that  the  Defendants,  in  December, 
1870,  when  they  were  proceeding  to  sell  such  stocky  were  infioarmed 
thfl^  Mis.  Farrar  asserted  that^the  signature  to  the  deed  of  trans- 


V. 

Mabtin. 
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!y.-C.  H.     fer  was  a  forgeiy ;  that  she  had  never  authorized  WSliam  Leese  to 
1873        sell  or  pledge  such  stock ;  that  he  had  no  right  to  or  interest  in  it ; 
j^Ti      and  that  the  same  was  her  property.    Mrs.  Farrar  subseqaentlj 
filed  a  bill,  in  February,  1871,  against  the  Defendants  and  the 
Plaintiffs  in  this  suit,  praying  for  declarations  in  her  favour  in 
reference  to  such  stock  and  certificates.    That  suit  was,  it  was 
alleged,  still  pending.     The  correspondence  between  the  solicitors 
and  the  object  of  that  suit  are  sufiiciently  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ment.    The  three  boxes,  the  subject  of  this  suit,  were,  by  the 
direction  of  the  Defendants,  in  defiance  of  the  objections  and 
protests  of  the  Plaintiffs*  solicitor,  forced  open  on  the  15th  of  May, 
1871,  on  their  premises,  and  the  securities  and  documents  which 
belonged  to  third  parties  were,  with  one  exception,  after  objections 
made  by  the  Defendants  to  hand  them  over  to  the  committees— 
the  Defendants  alleging  that  they  had  had  notice  not  to  part  mXh. 
them — ultimately  handed  over  to  the  parties  to  whom  they  be- 
longed ;  but  the  Defendants,  who  claimed  a  lien  for  a  balance  due  to 
them  on  WiHiatn  Leese's  account,  refused  to  deliver  to  the  Plaintiffs 
the  securities   and  documents  which  belonged  to   him«    After 
the  filing  of  the  original  bill,  such  securities  and  documents  were, 
pursuant  to  an  order  in  the  cause,  deposited  at  the  Law  Institu- 
tion.   The  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  they  would  suffer  great  damage 
unless  the  contents  of  the  boxes  and  all  other  the  property  the 
subject  of  the  suit  should  be  given  up  to  them  in  specie.    The 
Defendants  made  use  of  the  information  which  they  had  acquired 
by  an  affidavit  which  had  been  filed  in  the  cause,  and  by  opening 
the  boxes  to  obtain  various  charging  and  garnishee  orders  against 
the  shares,  debts,  and  other  property,  the  securities  or  documents 
of  title  for  or  relating  to  which  were  contained  in  the  boxes.    The 
Plaintifis  alleged  that,  but  for  the  illegal  detention  by  the  Defen- 
dants of  the  said  property,  such  charging  and  garnishee  orders 
would  not  have  been  obtained ;  and  they  submitted  that  under  the 
circumstances  the  Defendants  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  derive 
any  advantage  from  their  wrongful  acts ;  and  that  compensation 
by  way  of  damages  ought  to  be  awarded  to  the  Plaintifis  for  the 
loss  which  they  bad  sustained.    The  suit  was  instituted  with  the 
sanction  and  approval  of  Lord  Justice  James,  duly  obtained  in  that 
behalf  in  the  Matter  of  the  Lunacy  of  WiUiam  Leese,  and  the  Plain- 
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tiSd  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  Defendants  were  not  entitled     y.C.  H. 
to  any  charge  or  lien  upon  the  boxes,  or  any  of  the  securities  or       1873 
documents  which  were  contained  therein,  or  upon  any  other  docu-       Lbb9e 
ments  held  by  them  for  safe  custody,  and  that  the  same  might  be     j^^^^ 

ordered  to  be  delivered  up  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  for  an  injunction  to       

prevent  the  Defendants  from  converting  the  said  securities  and 
documents ;  for  a  receiver;  for  compensation  for  the  loss  sustained 
in  consequence  of  the  unlawful  acts  of  the  Defendants ;  and  for 
costs. 

The  Defendants  by  their  answer  stated  that,  being  unable  to 
obtain  from  the  Flaintifi&,  the  committees  of  the  estate,  payment 
of  the  balance  due  to  them  from  William  Leese,  they  brought,  in 
September,  1871,  an  action  to  recover  the  same ;  that  on  the  6th  of 
December,  1871,  they  obtained  judgment  against  WiUiam  Lease  for 
the  sum  of  £1359  lis.  Id.  debt,  and  £6  Is.  2d.  costs,  and  that  by 
virtue  of  such  judgment,  and  under  the  provisions  of  1  &  2  Vict, 
c  110,  and  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  82,  they  obtained  various  charging  and 
garoishee  orders. 

They  denied  that  they  agreed  to  deliver  up  to  WiUiam  Leese  the 

boxes  or  the  contents  thereof  upon  demand,  without  regard  to  the 

state  of  his  banking  account  with  them,  and  that  the  contents  were 

not  deposited  with  them  in  the  course  of  their  business  as  bankers. 

They  admitted  that  WiUiam  Leese  was  allowed  from  time  to  time, 

without  any  hindrance  on  their  part,  to  have  access  to  and  open^the 

boxes,  and  to  add  or  take  from  the  contents  thereof  as  he  pleased ; 

but  they  stated  that  at  all  such  times  WiUiam  Leese  was  either  not 

indebted  to  them,  or  only  in  an  amount  supposed  by  them  to  be 

more  than  covered  by  the  securities  deposited  by  him  expressly  by 

way  of  security.    They  also  admitted  that  the  keys  were  kept  by 

WiUiam  Leese  before,  and  by  the  committees  after,  he  became 

lunatic;  that  they  did  not  know  of, the  contents  until  the  15th  of 

May,  1871,  when  ^the  boxes  were  opened  on  their  premises ;  and 

they  claimed,  independently  of  their  rights  under  the  judgment, 

and  charging  and  garnishee  orders,  a  general  lien  for  the  fuU 

amount  due  to  them  upon  all  such  of  the  securitaes  or  other  contents 

of  the  boxes  at  the  date  of  the  inquisition,  and  since  deposited  at 

the  Law  Institution,  as  belonged  to  WiUiam  Leese  beneficially. 

.    The  evidence  in  the  case  ia  folly  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 
Vol.  XVn,  E  2 
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.y.XL  H.        Mr.  DiehiiMony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ingle  Joyce,  for  the  Plamtifb :—  . 

1873  rj^Q  bankers   have,   notwithstanding   the  judgment  and  the 

Lb8b  charging  and  garnishee  orders  which  they  have  obtained,  no 
Mabtiki  justification  either  in  law  or  in  fact  for  the  retention  of  these 
■"■^  boxes  and  their  contents.  The  question  here  is  one  of  law.  If  it 
be  one  of  fact  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  custom,  though  a  custom 
has  been  alleged  by  the  Defendants,  who  took  the  boxes  and  their 
contents  for  safe  custody  only  in  their  strong  room  because  Mr. 
Leese  was  their  customer.  The  boxes  were  not  deposited  as 
security,  for  the  Defendants  state  that  they  did  not  know  what 
the  contents  were,  and  they  admit  that  the  keys  remained  in  the 
hands  of  the  depositor,  and,  therefore,  they  had  no  right  to  a  lien. 
The  law  merchant  applicable  to  bankers  is  clear,  but  it  has 
nothing  to  do  with  this  case,  which  is  one  of  wrongful  detention ; 
for  if  there  was  not  an  express  contract,  there  was  an  implied  one 
to  deliver  the  boxes  and  contents  up  to  Leese,  and  that  being  so, 
the  PlaintijSs  ask  for  the  delivery  up  of  the  whole  of  the  docu- 
ments to  them ;  that  the  Defendants  may  be  ordered  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit ;  and  for  an  inquiry  as  to  what  damages  they 
have  sustained  in  consequence  of  such  wrongful  detention. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  : — The  allegations  in  reference  to  loss 
sustained  are  too  general.] 

Though  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  actual  loss,  still  there  is 
evidence  that  certain  persons  have  threatened  actions  to  compel 
the  delivery  up  of  securities  belonging  to  them ;  and  further,  the 
debts  which  are  due  to  the  estate  could  not  be  received  in  con- 
sequence of  such  detention,  and  therefore  there  ought  to  be  some 
inquiry  as  to  whether  any  damages  have  been  sustained. 

[They  referred  to  Davis  v.  Bomher  (1);  Jones  v.  Pepfer* 
come  (2) ;  Inman  v.  Clare  (3) ;  Jeffryes  v.  Agra  and  Maderman's 
Bank  (4) ;  Brandao  v.  Bamett  (5) ;  Boeh  v.  Gorrissen  (6) ;  Wylde 
V.  Badford  (7);  Biddle]  v.  Bond  (8);  Doe  v.  Oliver  (9);  Oibiin  v. 

(1)  5  T.  R.  488.  (5)  12  CI.  &  F.  787. 

(2)  Job.  430.  (6)  2  D.  F,  &  J.  434. 

(3)  Ibid.  769.  (7)  9  Jur.  (N.S.)  1169. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  674.  j  (8)  6  B.  &  S.  225. 

(9)  2  Sm*  L.  C.  6th  Ed.  768|  769. 
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MeMuHen  (1) ;  In  re  Un/Ued  Service  Oompany,  Johnston's  Claim  (2) ;     y.^.  h. 
and  Bellamy  v.  MarjoribanJcs  (3).]  1873 


Hr.  Oreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Stevens,  for  the  Defendants : —  «• 

Mabtot 
The  detention  of  the  boxes  and  securities  was  quite  proper.    So       ""* 

kr  as  such  securities  were  not  the  property  of  William  *Leese 
beneficially,  and  in  respect  of  which  he  was  a  mere  gratuitous 
bailee,  having  only  a  special  or  qualified  property  personal  to  him- 
self, and  for  a  particular  purpose  which  he  could  not  carry  out 
after  he  became  lunatic,  the  committees  had  no  right  to  have 
them  delivered  up  to  them.  They  had  no  interest  in  the  pro- 
perty which  belonged  to  Leese's  customers,  who  might  have 
brought  actions  against  the  Defendants  for  the  recovery  of  their 
property.  BuxUm  v.  Baiighan  (4),  and  Cooper  v.  Willomatt  (5), 
Feivn  V.  BUdeston  (6),  and  Addison  on  Contracts  (7),  shew  that 
if  the  Defendants  had  handed  the  property  over  to  the  committees, 
and  they  had  improperly  dealt  with  it,  the  customers  might,  in 
respect  of  any  loss,  have  maintained  actions  against  the  Defen-  . 
dants,  but  not  against  the  committees.  The  Defendants  always 
considered  that  all  the  securities  which  they  received  from  William 
Leese  would  be  liable  for  any  just  and  lawful  debt  which  might  be 
dne  to  them  frcnn  him,  and  if  the  law  should  be  held  to  be  other- 
wise, great  injustice  would  be  done.  The  decisions  in  Bcms  v. 
Bowsher  (8),  and  the  other  cases  which  have  been  referred  to,  are 
clearly  in  the  Defendants'  favour.  The  Defendants  also  rely  upon 
the  doctrines  at  law  applicable  to  general  lien,  which  they  have 
asserted  in  the  proper  way :  Jones  v.  Pqfperoome  (9).  If  the  De- 
fendants did  wrongfully  detain  the  boxes,  the  PlaintiG^  should  have 
taken  proceedings  at  law  in  detinue  or  trover  to  test  their  right ; 
but  they  did  not  adopt  that  course,  and  for  a  good  reason,  that  the 
Defendants  became  liable  to  actions  by'^the  true  owners.  But  the 
really  important  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  Defendants 
had  or  had  not  a  general  lien  originally,  or  at  the  time  when  the  bill 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  0.  317.  (5)  1  C.  B.  672. 

(2)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  212, 217.  (6)  7  Ex.  152, 159. 

(3)  7  Ex.  389.  (7)  4th  Ed.  p.  526,  a  »eq. 

(4)  6Car.&P.674.  (8)  5T.R,488. 

(9)  Joh.  480. 
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Y.-G.  H.  was  filed.  Even  if  they  had  not  at  either  period  such  a  lien,  it  is 
1878  quite  certain  that  they  were  entitled  to  it  by  virtue  of  their  judg- 
LsttB  ment,  and  the  charging  and  garnishee  orders.  The  bill  was  filed 
MAKmr  ^  prevent  those  orders  from  being  enforced.  The  case  principally 
-—  relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiffs  is  that  of  Brandao  v.  Bamett  (1) ;  but 
the  House  of  Lords  in  that  case  left  the  law  just  as  it  was  before. 
That  law  is  clear  enough^  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  bankers  have 
a  general  lien  upon  all  securities ;  indeed,  upon  all  property,  no 
matter  what  kind,  deposited  with  them  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  except  there  be  an  agreement,  express  or  implied,  to  the 
contrary.  Here  express  contract  there  was  none.  It  is  said  there 
was  an  implied  contract ;  but  was  there  one,  and  if  so,  was  it  incon- 
sistent with  general  lien  ?  The  case  of  Brandao  v.  Bamett  did  not 
so  decide.  It  was  said  that  these  boxes  and  contents  were  not 
deposited  with  the  Defendants  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business ; 
but  it  is  as  much  the  ordinary  course  of  bankers  to  receive  and 
take  care  of  boxes  and  contents  placed  in  their  strong  rooms  for 
safe  custody,  as  anything  else  done  by  them,  and  that  is  shewn  by 
the  decision  in  Oiblin  t.  McMuIlen  (2).  Though  safe  custody  only 
may  have  been  the  purpose  of  William  LeesSf  there  was  no  contract 
to  that  effect.  The  Defendants  do  not  claim  a  greater  right  than 
to  hold  the  property  until  the  balance  due  to  them  be  paid.  Can  it 
be  seriously  contended  that  the  Defendants  are  to  have  no  benefit 
either  from  the  judgment  or  the  charging  and  ganiishee  orders 
obtained  by  [them?  There  can  be  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
the  Defendants  ought  not  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  judgment, 
and  as  to  the  orders,  the  Defendants  must  be  put  in  the  same 
position  as  if  the  property  had  remained  in  their  banking  house. 
As  to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  the  Defendants,  whether  they  were 
right  or  wrong  in  having  the  boxes  opened  on  their  premises, 
ought  not  to  be  made  to  pay  any,  as  the  conduct  of  the  committees 
in  objecting  to  the  boxes  being  opened  was,  as  the  correspondence 
between  the  solicitors  shews,  both  vexatious  and  unreasonable; 
but  looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  bill  ought^  it 
is  submitted,  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  Yice-Chancellob  intimated  that  the  question  of  damages 

(1)  12  a  &  F\  787.  ^2)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  317, 
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was  the  only  one  on  which  he  wished  to  hear  any  further  argument  V.*0.  H. 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and  that  he  did  not  feel  inclined  to       1878 
direct  any  inquiry  in  reference  thereto,  and  therefore  the  reply       li 


was  waived.  ^;^ 

Sib  Ghables  HAXii,  Y.C,  after  stating  the  object  of  the  suit ; 
that  the  defences  to  it  were  substantially  three — first,  that  the 
Defendants  could  not  safely  part  with  the  boxes,  or  at  all  events 
such  of  the  contents  thereof  as  belonged  to  third  parties,  because 
they  had  had  notice  from  such  parties,  or  were  aware  of  their 
interests ;  secondly,  that  the  Defendants  had  a  lien  on  such  of  the 
contents  of  the  boxes  as  belonged  to  William  Leese  beneficially, 
snch  boxes  and  their  contents  having  come,  as  they  alleged,  into 
their  possession  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their  business  as  bankers ; 
and,  thirdly,  that  the  Defendants  having  obtained  certain  charging 
and  garnishee  orders  prevented  the  Plaintiffs  having  relief;  and 
that  the  facts  of  the  case  were  not  in  dispute,  continued : — 

The  nature  of  the  dealings  and  transactions  between  the  De- 
fendants and  William.  Leese  is  explained  by  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Liffhibodffy  who  was  for  more  than  eight  years  a  clerk  in  the 
employment  of  William  Leese.  He,  in  the  second  paragraph  of 
his  affidavit,  states  that  the  Defendants  were  the  bankers  of 
William  Leese,  and  that  they,  according  to  the  usual  custom  be- 
tween bankers  and  stockbrokers,  were  in  the  habit  of  making 
advances  to  him  upon  the  security  of  share  certificates  and  similar 
property  deposited  with  them  for  that  specific  purpose;  that  these 
were  from  account  day  to  account  day,  and  that  it  was  understood 
that  if  they  were  not  repaid  the  Defendants  were  to  be  at  liberty 
to  dispose  of  the  securities  so  lodged  with  them  as  security,  and 
to  repay  themselves  out  of  the  pi*oceeds ;  and  in  the  third  para^ 
graph  of  the  same  affidavit  he  states  that  the  Defendants  allowed 
William  Leeee,  while  he  had  an  account  with  them,  to  keep  at 
their  banking  house  several  boxes,  in  which  he,  from  time  to 
time,  for  more  safe  and  convenient  keeping,  deposited  various 
deeds  and  other  documents,  as  well  such  as  were  entrusted  to 
him  by  customers  for  purposes  connected  with  his  business,  as 
others  which  were  his  own  property ;  that  the  Defendants  did  not 
keep  the  keys  of  these  boxes  or  any  of  them,  nor  were  they 
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y.-aH.     inforxned  what  the  same  contamed,  but  that  the  oontents  of  the 

1878       boxes  were  from  time  to  time,  without  let  or  hindrance  on  the 

.  Lube      I^^  of  the  Defendants,  and  in  £Btct  without  any  reference  to  them, 

Mijernir     ^^^^^^  ^^^  dealt  with  by  William  Leese,  who  kept  the  keys  and 

—        had  constant  access  to  the  boxes  as  he  pleased ;  that  in  fact  these 

boxes  were  kept  at  the  banking  house  of  the  Defendants  merely 

for  the  convenience  of  William  Leese,  and  that  the  same  were  in 

the  possession  of  the  Defendants  for  safe  custody  only,  not  as 

security  for  the  repayment  of,  or  with  any  reference  whatsoever, 

so  far  as  he  was  aware,  to  any  advances  made  by  the  Defendants ; 

that  for  such  advances  specific  securities  were  lodged;  that  no 

advances  were  made  by  the  Defendants  upon  the  securities  or 

property  contained  in  the  said  boxes ;  that  the  Defendants  never, 

in  any  manner,  claimed  any  control  over  them ;  that  the  boxes 

were  opened  almost  every  day,  and  the  contents  inspected,  added 

to,  or  taken  away,  without  any  reference  to  the  Defendants ;  and 

that  he  knew,  from  having  personally,  on  many  occasions,  himself 

opened  the  said  boxes  and  plaeed  securities  in  them,  or  taken 

securities  out  of  them,  as  the  case  might  be. 

William  Leese,  having  been  found  a  lunatic,  the  Plaintiflb,  the 
committees,  applied  to  the  Defendants  for  the  delivery  up  to  them 
of  the  boxes.  In  the  first  instance  the  Plaintiffs,  through  their 
solicitor,  represented  that  the  contents  belonged  to  customen  of 
William  Leese  ;  but  that  was  not  altogether  accurate,  for  though 
two  boxes  did  belong  to  customers,  and  as  to  which  there  is  no 
question,  they  having  been  delivered  up  before  the  bill  was  filed, 
the  others  contained  documents  which  belonged  in  part  to  WH- 
liam  Leese  and  in  part  to  his  customers,  amongst  whom  were 
Messrs.  Bametts  &  Oo.  That  inaccuracy  of  statement  I  consider 
unimportant.  The  Defendants,  by  their  solicitors,  insisted  that  the 
documents  belonging  to  the  customers  of  William  Leese  should  be 
delivered  to  such  customers,  including  Messrs.  Bametts  &  Co^ 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiffs,  the  committees,  by  their 
solicitor,  insisted  that  they  ought  to  be  delivered  to  them.  Messia 
BameUs  &  Co.  gave  notice  to  the  Defendants  of  their  daim,  but 
on  the  13th  of  April,  1871,  they,  by  letter  to  the  Defendants^ 
withdrew  their  notice.  In  reference  to  such  letter  the  Defendants, 
in  their  answer,  after  admitting  the  withdrawal  of  the  notice  by 
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Meears.  Bametis  dt  Co^  state  that  it  was  '^  only  upon  the  assnmp-     V.-O.  H. 
tion  that  the  securities  so  claimed  by  them  should  be  handed  over       1S78 
to  them  by  the  committees  of  the  estate  of  William  Leese,  which      lbebi 
conld  only  be  done  by  opening  the  said  boxes  and  taking  there-     mabtut 

from  the  securities  as  claimed  by  Messrs.  Bametts  db  Co**    But  it       

appears  to  me  that  the  withdrawal  of  the  notice  was  without  any 
qualification  whatever.  It  was  contemplated,  no  doubt,  that  the 
documents  claimed  by  Messrs.  Bametts  &  Co.  would  be  delivered 
up  to  them,  they  being  quite  ready  to  rest  upon  the  authority 
obtained  from  the  Master  in  Lunacy.  Another  person  made  a 
claim,  but  that  was  withdrawn  in  September,  1871,  and  the  Defen- 
dants were  informed  thereof  before  the  bill  was  filed.  It  is  clear 
that  the  claims  which  had  been  made  by  notices  given  to  the 
Defendants  were  all  disposed  of  previously  to  the  filing  of  the 
biU  in  October,  1871,  and  that  there  was  no  impediment  to  the 
delivery  up  to  the  Plaintiffs,  the  committees,  of  the  three  boxes,  by 
teason  of  any  such  claims,  yet  the  Defendants,  in  the  37th  para- 
graph of  their  answer,  after  stating  that  they  had  not  received 
any  notices,  except  those  referred  to,  from  any  persons  claiming 
the  securities,  or  property  or  other  the  contents  of  the  boxes,  the 
subject  of  the  suit,  submit  that,  under  the  circumstances,  they 
could  not  with  safety  or  properly  hand  over  to  the  committees  of 
the  estate  the  contents  of  the  boxes,  they  having,  by  opening 
the  boxes,  discovered  that,  contrary  to  what  had  been  represented 
to  them,  such  contents  comprised  securities  belonging  to  WUliom 
Leese,  and  property  belonging  to  other  persons,  in  which,  so  far  as 
they  knew,  William  Leese  had  no  interest  The  notices  of  the 
interests  of  those  other  persons  did  not,  however,  at  any  time 
create  any  such  impediment;  and  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
Defendants,  in  a  paragraph  of  their  answer,  already  referred  to, 
admit  that  Messrs.  Bametts  &  Co*8  documents  were  to  be  delivered 
to  them  by  the  Plaintiffs — the  committees.  The  law  in  reference 
to  such  a  case  is  laid  down  in  Biddh  v.  Bond  (1).  According  to 
that  ilecision,  one  who  has  received  property  from  another  as  his 
bailee,  agent,  or  servant,  must  restore  or  account  for  that  property 
to  him  from  whom  he  received  it>  and  it  is  not  enough  that  the 
bailee  has  become  aware  of  the  title  of  a  third  person,  or  that  an  . 

(1)  6  B.  a?  S.  225. 
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y  .-0.  H.     adverse  claim  is  made  upon  him,  so  that  he  may  be  entitled  to  an 

1873       interpleader.    The  estoppel,  however,  ceases  when  there  is  an  evic- 

Lsin  '>    tio^  ^7  ^^tle  paramount    I  do  not  think  there  is  any  ground  for 

MABTnr     coiitending  that,  as  regards  the  documents  belonging  to  the  cua- 

•    tomers  of  WiUiam  Leese,  the  delivery  of  the  boxes  to  the  committees 

would  not  have  been  as  effectual  a  discharge  to  the  Defendants 
as  a  delivery  to  William  Leeae  had  he  not  become  of  unsound 
mind.  It  has  been  contended  that  the  Defendants,  if  they  could 
have  safely  delivered  the  boxes  to  WiUiam  Leese^  the  lunatic  could 
not  safely  deliver  them  to  his  committees ;  but  I  consider  that  the 
committees'  duty  was  to  obtain  possession  of  the  boxes  which  the 
lunatic  had  deposited,  and  the  customers  of  the  lunatic  must  I 
think,  be  taken  to  have  authorized  the  placing  of  their  securities 
in  the  boxes  of  the  lunatic,  which  boxes,  when  deposited  with  the 
bankers,  would  be  considered  to  be,  and  would  be,  dealt  with  as 
the  lunatic's  own  boxes  and  property,  and,  as  a  consequence,  would 
have  to  be  handed  over  to  the  committees  should  Wittiam  Lem 
become  lunatic.  Mr.  Qreene  referred  to  some  cases  to  shew  that 
if  a  bailee  parts  with  the  property  in  his  possession,  the  prin* 
cipal  may  bring  an  action  of  trover  against  the  person  to  whom 
such  property  has  been  so  delivered ;  but  these  authorities  are 
not  at  all  opposed  to  the  rule  of  law  as  laid  down  in  the  case  to 
which  I  have  referred.  The  first  defence  of  the  Defendants,  there* 
fore,  altogether  fetils ;  but  before  leaving  this  part  of  the  case  I 
ought,  I  think,  not  to  pass  over  what  took  place  upon  the  15th  of 
May,  1871,  in  reference  to  the  opening  of  the  boxes  by  the  Defen- 
dants. The  Plaintiffs*  solicitor  wrote  objecting  to  the  right  of  the 
Defendants  to  open  the  boxes,  and  I  think  that  the  course  adopted 
by  the  Defendants  in  opening  the  boxes  was  unjustifiable.  The 
Plaintifis  had  a  right  to  object  to  the  opening  of  the  boxes,  and  to 
require  them  to  be  delivered  up  to  them,  unless  indeed  the  Defen- 
dants had  the  lien  claimed  by  them ;  and  I  now  proceed  to  consider 
the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  they  had  a 
general  lien  on  such  of  the  contents  of  the  boxes  as  belonged  bene- 
ficially to  WiUiam  Leeae. 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  J.  B.  Martin  and  Mr.  lightbody^  to  which  I 
have  already  referred,  that  the  boxes  in  question  were  only  de- 
posited for  safe  custody,  is  clear ;  and  that  the  bankers,  there  being 
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no  special  duty  undertaken  by  them  or  contract  entered  into  with     Y.-O.  Ii. 
them  in  reference  thereto,  or  their  contents,  were  merely  gratoitous       I873 
bailees,  seems  to  me  to  be  also  clear,  according  to  the  decision  in       i^^ 
OMin  Y.  McMuQen  (1),  there  not  being  here,  as  in  In  re  United     ..  ^* 

Service  Company,  Johnstone  Claim  (2),  any  arrangement  for  the       

bankers  receiving  dividends  or  income  payable  on  any  of  the  secu« 
rities  contained  in  the  boxes.    The  bankers  being  merely  gratuitous 
bailees,  and  WHliam  Leese  being  allowed  to  open  the  boxes  from 
time  to  time,  and  to  come  and  take  them  away,  how  can  the  Defen- 
dants maintain  their  alleged  lien  ?    They  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  contents  of  the  boxes  in  the  M'ay  of  receiving  either  prin- 
cipal or  income.    They  were  wholly  ignorant  as  to  what  the  boxes 
contained.     The  lien,  if  any,  could  not  extend  to  such  of  the  docu- 
ments as  belonged  to  WiUiam  Leese's  customers.    The  Defendants 
never  have  asserted  such  a  lien  in  any  other  case,  and  they  are  not 
able  to  mention  any  case  in  which  such  a  lien  has  been  asserted  by 
any  other  person.     Mr.  Lighilody^s  evidence  negatives  the  asser- 
tion of  any  such  lien  in  any  other  case.    The  Defendants,  relying 
as  they  do  on  the  general  law  that  a  bailee  has  a  lien  on  the  secu- 
rities of  his  customer  coming  into  his  possession  in  the  course  of  his 
bnsineBS  as  banker,  say  that  the  boxes  did  come  into  their  possession 
as  bankers,  in  the  course  of  their  business  as  bankers,  because  they 
and  other — not  all  other — bankers  in  London  do  allow  their  cus- 
tomers to  deposit  boxes  in  their  strong  rooms.    But  this  statement 
falls  short  of  alleging  a  general  custom  applicable  to  all  bankers, 
or  even  to  all  bankers  in  London,  and  J  therefore  apprehend  that 
the  Defendants  must  now  allege,  and  clearly  prove,  a  special  custom. 
That,  however,  they  have  not  done :  and  for  this  I  refer  to  BelUtmy 
V.  Marjoribanke  (3).    The  answer  does  not  state  any  facts  from  which 
the  existence  of  a  lien  can  be  implied.    Many  authorities  have 
been  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  arguments,  but  I  think  it  un- 
necessary to  examine  them  all  in  detail.    The  general  rule  as  to  a 
banker's  lien  is  clear,  and  forms  part  of  the  law  merchant,  of  which 
the  Court  takes  judicial  notice.    The  previous  authorities  Were, 
as  observed  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Jonee  v.  Feppereome  (4), 

(1)  Law  Bep,  2  P.  C.  317.  (3)  7  Ex.  389. 

(2)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  212.  (4)  Job,  430. 

Ya..  XVIL  8  2 


286  EQUITY  GASES.  [L.  K. 

V.-0.  H.     all  examined  in  the  case  of  Brandao  v.  Barneit  (5).    That  case 
1873       was  a  much  stronger  one  in  favonr  of  the  bankers  than  the  present, 
because  there  the  exchequer  bills  were  taken  out  of  the  box  and 


„  ••  were  in  the  bankers'  hands,  and  they  received  the  interest  on  them 

MABTU7*  .        , 

— -  and  exchanged  them.  It  was  admitted  in  the  argument  in  that 
case — and  such  admission  was  approved  in  the  judgment — ^that  the 
original  bills  in  the  box  were  not  subject  to  a  lien,  and  the  case  of 
the  Bespondents  was  rested  on  the  distinction  that  the  exchequer 
bills  had  been  taken  out  of  the  box  and  placed  in  the  bankers' 
hands.  That  case  is  undistinguishable  from  the  present  in  anj 
particular  favourable  to  the  Defendants,  and  it  governs  this  case. 
I  therefore  hold  that  the  Defendants'  defence,  founded  on  the  lien 
claimed  by  them,  fails.  There  were  some  subsequent  authorities  cited 
which  do  not,  I  think,  in  any  way  tend  to  shew  that  the  present  case 
is  not  governed  by  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  ot  Brandao 
V.  Bamett,  which,  being  a  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords,  I  must 
follow.  Independently  of  authority,  I  should  have  come  to  the 
same  conclusion.  It  was  contended  that  this  case  is  not  distinguish- 
able  from  that  of  securities  in  a  sealed-up  parcel,  and  as  to  that  I 
say  I  do  not  think  it  is,  and  that  were  a  sealed-up  parcel  deposited 
in  these  boxes  in  the  present  case,  such  parcel  would  not  be  subject 
to  the  bankers'  general  lien.  It  was  endeavoured  to  aid  the 
Defendants'  contention  by  a  reference  to  the  fact  of  the  Defen- 
dants having  had  placed  in  their  hands  as  a  security,  by  WiUidm 
Leese,  an  alleged  transfer  of  railway  stock  belonging  to  a  Mrs. 
Farrar,  the  signature  to  which  transfer  is  alleged  to  have  been  a 
forgery ;  but  this  contention  is  entitled  to  no  weight  whatever. 
Assuming  the  signature  to  the  transfer  was  a  forgery,  that  did  not 
entitle  the  Defendants  to  assert  a  lien  on  something  else  upon 
which  they  had  not  a  lien  by  contract  or  by  custom. 

The  remaining  defence  of  the  Defendants  is  that  of  having  ob- 
tained charging  and  garnishee  orders.  Now  as  to  these  the  Defen- 
dants, in  a  schedule  to  their  answer,  set  forth  a  list  of  them,  and  they 
submit  that  they  ought  not  to  be  required  to  set  forth  further  than 
they  have  done  when  they  acquired  the  requisite  knowledge  for 
obtaining  such  orders.     I  think  it  clear  that  th^  Defendants,  to 

(1)  12  CI.  &  F.  787, 
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obtain  these  ordei's,  availed  themselves  of  an  affidavit  that  one  of     V.-O.  H. 
the  Plaintiffs  in  the  cause  filed  (which  affidavit  never]  would  have       1878 
been  filed  had  the  Defendants  not  rendered  this  suit  necessary),       lwe 
and  of  the  information  derived  by  them  from  their  having  opened     „  •• 

the  three  boxes,  and  I  cannot  allow  them  to  set  up  orders  so  ob-       

tained  as  an  answer  to  relief  to  which  the  Plaintiffs  would,  but  for 
the  orders,  be  entitled.  The  Plaintiffs  by  their  bill  ask  for  damages 
in  addition  to  the  delivery  up  of  the  documents,  but  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case —  WiUiam  Leese  having  become 
lunatic — there  is  not,  I  think,  evidence  of  any  damage  entitling  the 
Plaintiffs  to  an  inquiry  to  ascertain  what  it  is,  and  to  assess  the 
compensation  in  reference  thereto.  I  therefore  declare  that  the 
Defendants  are  not  entitled  to  a  lien  upon  these  three  boxes  or 
any  of  the  contents  thereof,  and  I  order  that  such  three  boxes, 
with  their  contents,  be  delivered  up  to  the  Plaintiffs,  the  com- 
mittees; that  the  Defendants,  if  necessary,  do  concur  in  such 
delivery  up ;  that  the  Defendants  be  restrained  by  the  order  and 
injunction  of  this  Court  &om  taking  any  proceedings  upon  the 
charging  and  garnishee  orders  in  the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and 
that  the  Defendants  do  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs  their  costs  of  this  suit, 
including  any  costs  which  may  have  been  occasioned  by  depositing 
the  boxes  at  the  Law  Institution.  There  is  no  specific  prayer  in 
the  Jbill  for  such  an  injunction,  but  I  think  a  case  has  been  suffi- 
ciently made  out  for  it ;  but  it  is  not  to  extend  to  prevent  the 
Defendants  from  taking  other  or  new  proceedings  for  enforcing 
their  judgment  as  they  may  be  advised. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Mr.  John  Frost. 

Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  Charles  WiUiam  Stevens. 
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V.-0.  H.  ( BICHARDS  V.  GODDARD. 

1873' 

[1871    B.    99.] 

Vmcticc — Cros3'Examinatian  of  Witness — Froduation  of—Puymmt  of  Expense$ 

under  Btde  Id  of  the  Order  (f  5th  Feb.,  1861. 

The  party  on  whose  behalf  a  witness  gives  evidencei  if  required  by  the  other 
side  to  produce  him  for  cross-examination,  is  bound  in  the  first  instance  to 
pay  such  witness  his  reasonable  expenses,  even  though  he  may  be  out  of  tho 
jurisdiction. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  that  the  affidaYiis 
ol  Frederick  Oliver ^  sworn  and  filed  on  the  9th  of  January,  1872,  and 
the  23rd  of  April,  1872,  and  the  affidavit  of  F.  J.  Field,  filed  the 
22nd  of  April,  1872,  might  be  used  as  evidence  on  behalf  of  the 
Plaintiff,  notwithstanding  that  the  said  witnesses  had  not  been  pro- 
duced for  cross-examination  before  the  Examiner.  The  bill  was 
filed  bj  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  lessee  of  certain  land  at  Wimhled(m, 
Surrey,  on  which  he  had  erected  eleven  houses^  called  AAhoume 
Terrace,  to  compel  the  Defendant  specificalljto  perform  an  agree- 
roent  into  which,  it  was  alleged,  he  had  entered  with  the  Plaintiff 
in  June,  1869,  not  to  erect  or  maintain  a  certain  boundary. wall 
more  than  seven  feet  high.  The  Defendant  had  recently  raised 
the  said  wall  to  the  height  of  fiiteen  feet,  and  had  refused  to 
.reduce  it,  whereupon  this  bill  was  filed.  The  Plaintiff  filed  his  affi- 
davits with  a  view  to  set  the  cause  down  on  motion  for  a  decree, 
and  on  the  26th  of  March,  1872,  the  Defendant,  by  his  solicitors, 
gave  notice  to  the  Plaintiff  to  produce  his  witnesses  for  cross- 
examination  before  the  Examiner  on  the  24th  of  May  then  next. 
The  time  was  subsequently  extended  to  the  5th  of  June,  1872.  It 
appeared,  from  the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  that  Fidd 
had  left  England,  and  was  believed  to  be  in  Kansas,  and  alive ;  and 
that  Oliver  had  left  his  home,  and  his  place  of  abode  was  not 
known  to  the  Plaintiff ;  but  the  Plaintiff  promised  to  produce  the 
two  witnesses  for  cross-examination,  if  the  time  were  extended 
beyond  the  5th  of  June,  upon  payment  by  the  Defendant  of 
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the  reasonable  expenses  of  so  producing  them.     To  this  the  V.-O.  H. 

Defendant  did  not  assent,  and  the  Plaintiff  then  served  this  notice  1878 

of  motion.  Bi^Iiow 


Mr.  Morgan^  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  C7.  Browne^  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  question  at  issue  is  whether  the  party  requiring  the  pro- 
duction of  a  witness  for  cross-examination  is  bound  to  pay  him  his 
reasonable  expenses  in  the  first  instance,  or  whether  the  party 
producing  such  witness  is  himself  bound  to  make  such  payment. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  unless  such  reasonable  expenses  are  paid,  the 
witness  is  not  bound  to  attend :  Brocas  y.  Lloyd  (1).     Under  the 
old  practice  adopted  from  the  common  law,  the  Defendant  would 
have  been  bound  to  tender  the  witness  his  expenses :  but  then 
came  the  Order  of  the  5th  of  February,  1861,  rule  19,  which  pro- 
vided that  where  an  opposite  party  required  to  cross-examine  a 
witness  who  had  given  evidence,  it  should  not  be  necessary  for 
such  opposite  party  to  procure  the  attendance  of  such  witness,  but 
might  serve  upon  the  party  who  filed  such  affidavit  or  examined 
such  witness,  a  notice  requiring  the  production  of  such  witness  for 
cross-examination  .  .  .  and  that  unless  such  witness  were  produced 
his  evidence  should  not  be  used,  unless  by  special  leave  of  the  Court. 
Then  followed  these  words :  "  The  party  producing  such  witness 
shall  be  entitled  to  demand  the  expenses  thereof  in  the  first 
instance  from   the  party  requiring  such  production,  but  such 
expenses  shall  be  ultimately  borne  as  the  Court  shall  direct." 
Unless  the  party  seeking  to  cross-examine  pays  the  costs  prior  to 
such  cross-examination,  he  cannot  be  said  to  pay  the  expenses  in 
the  first  instance.    Moreover,  if  he  ultimately  decline  to  use  the 
right  of  cross-examination,  how  are  the  expenses  to  be  recovered  ? 
or  even  suppose  he  does  cross-examine,  and  dies»  or  becomes  bank- 
rupt, the  expenses  can  never  be  recovered  at  all. 

[They  cited  Morgan*8  Chancery  Orders  (2).] 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Begg,  for  the  Defendant,  were  not 
called  on. 

(1)  23  Bcav.  129.  (2)  4lh  Ed.  pp.  186, 191,  626,  627. 
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V.-0.  H.     Sir  Chables  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

l^  The  practice  has  always  been  to  consider  a  witness  under  the 

RioHABDs  dominion  of  the  party  on  whose  behalf  he  gires  evidence.  It  is 
GoDDAuD.  certainly  possible  that  some  of  the  inconveniences  suggested  by 
*~"  Mr.  MoTffan  might  arise  if  the  party  producing  a  witness  were  to 
pay  his  expenses  in  the  first  instance ;  but  exactly  the  same  incon- 
veniences might  arise  if  the  opposite  construction  were  adopted. 
I  must  hold,  therefore,  that  the  party  required  to  produce  the 
witness  for  cross-examination  must  pay  in  the  first  instance  sach 
witness's  reasonable  expenses.  The  motion,  therefore,  is  wrong,  and 
must  be  refused  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  Thomas  WeUa. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendant :  Mr.  Charlea  Bdbenan. 
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In  re  BUENHAM  NATIONAL  SCHOOLS.  M.R. 

1873 


Charity  Cammisaumen — Appointment  of  New  Tnutees — Jurisdiction — Conten- 
tious C<ue— National  School — Transfer  to  School  Board— Discretion  <f  Dee,&» 
Chariiy  Commissioners— 6, &  7  Will.  4,  e,  70,  s.  8—4  A  6  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  7— 
CharitahU  Truets  Act,  1853  (16  db  17  Vid.  e.  137),  ss.  28,  32,  ^6-'Charitable 
Trusts  Acf,  1860  (23  <fe  24  Vict.  c.  136),  w.  2,  5— Elementary  Education 
Act,  1870  (33  <fc  34  Vict  c.  76),  ss.  2,  28. 

The  Charity  CommiaBionere  may,  if  they  think  fit,  exercise  the  jarifldiction 
oonferredon  them  by  the  Charitable  Trusts  Act,  1860,  in  contentious  cases. 

Dictum  of  Lord  RomiUy,  M.R.,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Eackney  Charities  (1) 
not  followed. 

Where  the  site  of  a  National  School  founded  in  connection  with  the  Church 
of  England  was,  under  the  powers  of  the  Act  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  3,  and 
4  &  5  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  7,  conveyed  to  the  joint  rectors  for  the  time  being  of  the 
parish  in  which  the  school  was  situated,  as  sole  trustees : — 

EM,  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  had  jurisdiction  to  appoint  new 
trustees ;  that  such  trustees  must  be  members  of  the  Church  of  England ; 
r  but  that  it  was  no  objection  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  that  the 
proper  majority  of  the  trustees  might,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Elemen- 
tary Education  Act,  1870,  transfer  the  school  to  a  school  board. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  Charity 
CommissiQnerB  in  selecting  new  trustees  unless  in  cases  of  gross  and  palpable 
miscarriage. 

ImS  was  a  Petition  under  the  Charitable  TrurisAets,  1853, 1855^ 
and  1860,  presented  by  the  Eev.  Dr.  Bates,  one  of  the  two  joint 
rectors  of  the  parish  of  Bumham  TJlph,  in  the  county  of  Norfolk, 
praying  for  the  discharge  of  an  order  of  the  Charity  Commissioners, 
dated  the  1st  of  April,  1873,  whereby  three  new  trustees  of  the 
National  School  in  that  parish  were  appointed. 

By  a  deed  dated  the  3rd  of  December,  1838,  a  piece  of  land 
adjoining  the  churchyard  of  BvmJiam  Ulph,  and  forming  part  of 
the  glebe  land  of  the  rectory,  was,  under  the  powers  of  the  statute 
6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  70,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese^  conveyed  to  the  two  rectors  of  the  parish^  and  their  suc- 
cessors, rectors  of  the  same  parish,  upon  trust  to  permit  the  erection 
of  a  school  and  schoolmaster's  house  thereon,  which  school  was  ta 
be  for  ever  united  to  the  National  Society  for  Promoting  the  Educa^ 

(1)  34  L.  J..(Ch.)  169. 
^  T2  2 


242  EQUITY  CASES.  [L.  E. 

M.  B.  tion  of  the  Poor  in  the  FrvneipUs  of  the  EdaUished  Ohureh  through- 
Ig78  out  England  and  Wales,  and  was  to  be  conducted  in  conformity 
In  re       ^^^^  ^^^  principles  of  that  institution,  and  towards  the  advance- 

N^^r    ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  designs, 

SoHooLB.         In  1851  a  further  piece  of  glebe  land  was  conveyed,  under  the 

powers  of  the  statute  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  38,  to  the  two  rectors  and 

their  successors,  rectors  of  the  parish,  upon  similar  trusts. 

Dr.  Bates  had  contributed  largely,  both  by  his  personal  exertions 
and  pecuniarily,  towards  the  erection  of  the  school ;  but  for  about 
sixteen  years  previously  to  1871,  the  Bev.  Q,  G,  Hayter,  the  other 
rector,  took  the  more  active  part  in  the  management. 

In  August,  1871,  the  office  of  schoolmaster  fell  vacant,  and  the 
rectors  were  unable  to  agree  in  appointing  a  new  master.  In  con- 
sequence of  such  disagreement,  the  school  remained  closed  until 
subsequently  to  the  18th  of  April,  1873. 

In  November,  1871,  the  parish  elected  a  school  board,  of  which 
Mr.  Hayter  was  one  of  the  members^  and  Mr.  Blyth  the  chairman. 
The  board  shortly  afterwards  applied  to  Dr.  Bates  and  Mr.  Eayler 
to  transfer  the  school  to  the  board.  Mr.  Hayter  was  willing  that 
this  should  be  done,  but  Dr.  Bates  refused  to  concur. 

On  the  9th  of  July,  1872,  eight  of  the  landowners  in  the  parish 
presented  a  memorial  to  the  Charity  Commissioners,  asking  that 
three  additional  trustees  of  the  school  should  be  appointed.  Dr. 
Boies  opposed  the  application,  but  ultimately,  on  the  Ist  of  April, 
1873,  the  Commissioners  made  the  order  now  complained  of,  ap- 
pointing Mr.  Blyth,  Mr.  Mitchdl,  and  Mr.  OvevTnan  additional 
trustees.  All  three  were  members  of  the  Church  of  England,  and 
the  appointment  of  Mr.  MitcheU  had  been  suggested  by  Dr.  Baiei, 

At  a  meeting  of  the  trustees  held  on  the  18th  of  April,  1873,  it 
^as  resolved  (Dr.  Boies  alone  opposing)  that  the  school  should 
Jbe  transferred  to  the  school  board. 

The  present  Petition  was  presented  in  July,  1873,  and  alleged 
that  the  appointment  of  new  trustees  was  not  sought  honafide,  but 
merely  with  a  view  of  procuring  the  transfer  of  the  school  to  the 
board.  The  Petition  was  served  on  the  Attorney-General,  and  cm 
Messrs.  Blyth,  Mitchell,  and  Overman. 

The  Bev.  Mr.  Hayter  and  the  three  new  trustees  made  each  an 
affidavit  containing  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  deponent 
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was  a  member  of  the  Churcli  of  England^  and  would  have  preferred  M.  B. 

to  haye  the  school  carried  on  upon  the  voluntary  principle  and  in  1873 

connection  with  the  church,  but  that  he  believed  it  was  impossible  j^  ^^ 

to  raise  the  necessary  funds  for  the  purpose.    Messrs.  MUchell  and  ^^^^J^ 

Overman  respectively  stated  that  they  were  not,  previously  to  their  Schools. 
appointment  as  trustees,  pledged  to  transfer  the  schools  to  the 
school  board. 

Sir  IL  Baggallay^  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  BaUen,  for  the  Petition : — 

First:  The  Charity  Commissioners  had  no  jurisdiction  in  this 
case.  By  the  Charitable  Trusts  Ad,  1853  (16  &  17  Vict.  c.  137), 
s.  28,  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  empowered  in  certain 
cases  to  make  at  Chambers  orders  which  could  previously  have 
been  made  only  on  information;  and  sect.  32  confers  similar 
powers  in  all  other  cases  on  the  County  Court  Judges.  By  the 
CharUable  Trusts  Ad,  1860  (23  &  24  Vict  c.  136),  s.  2,  the 
Charity  Commissioners  are  empowered  to  make  such  effectual 
orders  as,  previously  to  the  passing  of  that  Act,  might  have  been 
made  by  any  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  sitting  at  Chambers, 
or  by  a  County  Court  Judge,  for  the  appointment  or  removal  of 
trustees  of  any  charity ;  but  sect.  5  provides  as  follows :  ''The  board 
shall  not  exercise  the  jurisdiction  hereby  vested  in  them  in  any  case 
which,  by  reason  of  its  contentious  character, . . .  they  may  consider 
more  fit  to  be  adjudicated  on  by  any  of  the  judicial  Courts."  That 
section  was  held  by  Lord  Bofnilly,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Hackney 
Charities  (1),  to  exclude  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commissioners 
in  contentious  cases,  of  which  this  is  clearly  one.  It  is  true 
Lord  BamUly^s  decision  in  that  case  was  reversed  on  appeal  (2), 
but  only  on  the  ground  that  the  party  seeking  to  discharge  the 
order  of  the  Commissioners  had  no  locus  dandi. 

Secondly :  If  the  Commissioners  had  any  jurisdiction  at  all,  still 
they  had  only  such  jurisdiction  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  had ;  and 
the  Coart  of  Chancery  could  not,  under  such  circumstances  as  exist 
here,  appoint  additional  trustees.  By  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  3, 
and  4  &  5  Vict,  c  38,  s.  7,  under  which  the  site  for  this  school  was 
given,  the  first  trustees  are  to  be  named  by  the  bishop  of  the 
diocese;  the  bishop  has  chosen  to  appoint  as  trustees  the  joint 

(1)  34  L.  J.  (Ch.)  169.  (2)  4  D.  J.  &  S.  588.   ' 
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H.  B.      rectors  of  the  parish,  who  form  a  corporation  having  perpetual 

1873       existence.    There  is,  therefore,  no  need,  and  no  power,  to  appoint 

/^       additional  trustees.     If  the  Court  could  make'any  order  at  all,  it 

Natii^al    ^^^^  ^  ^°^y  ^^^  *^®  removal  of  the  existing  trustees  and  the 

Schools,     substitution  of  new  onea. 

Thirdly :  The  CharUdble  Trusts  Act,  1853  (16  &  17  Vict  c.  137), 
which  is  to  be  construed  as  one  Act  with  the  Gharitdble  Trusts  Act, 
1860  (see  sect.  1  of  the  latter  Act),  expressly  provides  as  follo¥^ 
sect  46 :  "  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  diminish  or  detract  from 
any  right  or  privilege  which  by  any  rule  or  practice  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  or  by  the  construction  of  law,  now  subsists  for  the  pre- 
ference or  the  exclusive  or  special  benefit  of  the  Church  of  England^ 
or  the  members  of  the  same  church,  in  settling  any  scheme  for  the 
regulation  of  any  charity,  or  in  the  appointment  or  removal  of 
trustees,  or  generally  in  the  application  or  management  of  any 
charity."  Now,  the  effect  of  appointing  these  trustees  has  been  to 
convert  a  Church  of  England  school  into  an  undenominational 
school,  and  thus  diminish  or  detract  from  the  rights  of  the  Church 
of  England.  This  is  contrary  to  the  express  declaration  of  the 
original  deed  of  trust,  which  the  Court  always  observes  as  far  as 
possible :    Attomey-Oenerai  v.  Caius  College  (1). 

Fourthly :  The  appointment  of  Mr.  Blyth,  at  least,  was  improper, 
inasmuch  as  previously  to  his  appointment  he  was  pledged  to  transfer 
the  schools  to  the  school  board. 

Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Attorney-(}eneral,  was  not  called  upon. 

Sib  6.  Jessel,  M.It : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the'  Charity  Commissioners, 
and,  as  has  been  correctly  stated  by  Sir  Biehard  BaggaSay,  it 
raises  some  questions  of  public  interest,  as  well  as  other  questions 
which  appear  to  be  of  considerable  private  interest  to  the  tvo 
clergymen  of  this  parish,  to  whom,  perhaps,  a  portion  of  one 
of  Virgil's  lines  may  be  very  fairly  applied — **  Taniwne  animis 
eoelest^ms  ira  T 

The  public  questions  are  three.  It  was  said,  firsts  that  this 
order,  which  is  an  order  to  appoint  additional  trustees  of  a  charity, 

(1)  2  Keen,  105. 
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ought  not  to  have  been  made,  because  this  was  a  contentious  case,  BL  B. 
and  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  have  no  jurisdiction  to  decide  i873 
contentious  cases.  That  was  founded  on  the  5th  section  of  the  ^^ 
CharUdble  Trusts  Ad,  1860,  which  is  this :— [His  Honour  read  it :— ]  ^^ 
The  meaning  of  that  section  I  should  have  thought  to  be  plain  SoHooLa 
and  obvious.  It  is  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  should  not  be 
compelled  to  take  upon  themselves  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction 
conferred  by  the  Act  in  any  case  in  which  they  considered  that  it 
could  be  so  much  better  dealt  with  by  a  judicial  Court  that 
it  would  be  improper  for  them  to  exercise  that  jurisdiction.  It  was 
not  that  they  might  decline  the  jurisdiction  altogether  in  any  case 
in  which  they  might  consider  they  ought  not  to  exercise  it — ^that 
would  have  enabled  them  to  repudiate  the  jurisdiction — but  it  was 
that  they  might  decline  to  exercise  it  in  the  cases  which,  for  the 
reasons  named,  or  for  other  reasons  (meaning  for  special  reasons  of 
some  kind,  probably  of  a  similar  kind),  they  might  consider  more 
fit  to  be  adjudicated  on  by  a  judicial  tribunal.  But  if  the 
Charity  Commissioners  considered  they  ought  to  exercise  the 
jurisdiction,  this  section,  it  appears  to  me,  did  not  interfere  with  it 
at  all.  I  find,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  the  Hachney  Chari- 
ties  (1)  Lord  BomiBy  appears  to  have  taken  a  different  view.  That 
decision  itself  is  of  no  authority,  because  it  was  reversed  on  appeal ; 
and  still  less,  therefore,  can  an  Mter  dictum  of  the  Judge  who 
decided  that  case  be  binding  upon  me;  but  it  does  certainly 
appear  that  the  view  taken  by  His  Lordship  was  that  the  Charity 
Commissioners  had  no  jurisdiction  in  contentious  cases.  However, 
not  considering  myself  bound  by  that  dictum — feeling  myself  free 
to  give  my  own  opinion  as  to  the  construction  of  the  section — ^I  am 
compelled  to  say  it  appears  to  me  so  plain  and  so  clear,  that»  not- 
withstanding that  dictum,  1  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  call  upon 
counsel  to  argue  on  the  other  side. 

The  second  objection  of  a  public  character  was  this,  that  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  Charity  Commissioners  to  appoint  addi- 
tional trustees.  There,  again,  I  cannot  accede  to  the  argument 
It  appears  to  me  dear  that  there  was.  It  depends  on  two  sections 
of  the  first  Actr-the  Act  of  1858,  sects.  28  and  82.  The  former 
section  applied  where  the  charity  had  an  income  below  a  certain 

(1)  84  L.  J.  (Ch.)  169. 
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M.  B.       pecuniary  amount,  and  the  other  where  it  exceeded  that  amount 
1873       The  28th  section  provides  in  effect  that  where  the  appointment  or 
j^yg       removal  of  any  trustee,  or  any  other  relief,  order,  or  direction 
NASoim.    ^^^^^'^g  ^  ^^7  charity  shall  be  considered  desirable,  then  the 
Schools.     Court  of  Chancery  may  make  the  proper  order  in  Chambers  in- 
stead of  upon  an  information ;  and  the  32nd  section  gives  the  same 
power  in  the  like  general  terms  to  the  County  Court  when  the 
income  falls  below  the  specified  sum.    All  these  powers  are  by  the 
Act  of  1860  transferred  to  the  Charity  Commissioners. 

It  is  not  disputed  that,  even  independently  of  the  Trustee  Ad, 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  information  filed,  has  jurisdiction  to 
appoint  additional  trustees  of  a  charity,  and  it  is  not  disputed  that 
there  was  also  statutory  jurisdiction  in  express  terms,  and  for  this 
purpose,  conferred  upon  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  the  Tmriee  Ad, 
1850,  sect.  32.  That  being  so,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  is  clear,  and  consequently  it  appears  to  me  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Charity  Commissioners  is  equally  clear. 

Then  it  is  said — ^and  this  is  the  third  objection  on  general 
grounds — ^that,  even  assuming  the  Court  had  jurisdiction,  it  could 
not  exercise  the  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  the  trustees  of  a  Church 
of  England  school,  when  the  effect  of  the  exercise  might  be  that 
the  new  trustees,  either  alone  or  in  combination  with  one  of  the 
existing  trustees,  might  take  advantage  of  or  use  the  powers  given 
to  them  by  the  EUmentart/  Education  Act,  by  which  the  school 
could  be  handed  over  to  a  school  board.  AH  I  can  say  is  that  that 
is  no  restriction  on  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction.  It  might  or 
might  not  make  the  Court  very  careful  in  exercising  it ;  but  the 
mere  fact  that  the  Legislature  has  decided  that  a  certain  majority 
of  the  trustees,  two-thirds  in  number,  may,  in  effect^  to  a  oertab 
extent  change  the  objects  of  the  charity  by  allowing  scholars  not 
professing  the  religious  opinions  of  the  Church  of  England  to 
attend  a  church  school,  or  what  was  formerly  a  chiut^  school,  is  not 
a  reason  why  additional  trustees  should  uot  be  appointed.  As  I 
said  before,  if  there  is  such  a  thing  in  contemplation,  the  only  effect, 
it  appears  to  me,  it  should  have,  would  be  to  make  the  Court  ap- 
pointing very  careful  in  its  selection,  and  very  careful  in  inquiring 
whether  it  is  necessary  that  there  should  be  additional  trustees. 

The  only  other  objection  of  what  I  may  call  a  public  character 
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is  this :  It  was  said.  At  all  events  you  cannot  exercise  this  power       M.  B. 
as  regards  a  church  schoo],  because  the  46th  section  of  the  Act  of        1873 
1853  contains  restrictions  which  prevent  your  appointing  trustees       j^  ^ 
who  might  use  the  powers  of  the  Elementary  Edueation  Ad  to  the    ^^J^^^ 
prejudice  or  supposed  prejudice  of  the  Church  of  England.    It     Schools. 
appears  to  me  that  that  is  not  the  true  meaning  of  the  46th  sec- 
tion.   The  46th  section  is  this : — [His  Honour  read  it : — ]  Now  I 
agree  that  that  section  would  have  prevented  the  Court  from 
appointing  any  but  Church  of  England  trustees.    I  think  it  would 
be  almost  impossible  to  read  that  section,  knowing  what  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  as  regards  the  appointment 
of  trustees  for  church  charities,  so  as  to  say  that  the  Court  would 
have  been  authorized  to  appoint  any  but  members  of  the  Church 
of  Engla/nd  as  trustees  of  this  charity,  which  was  undoubtedly  and 
indisputably  a  church  charity,  and  to  that  extent  I  should  have 
been  disposed  to  say,  that  if  any  one  of  the  trustees  had  not  been 
a  member  of  the  Church  of  England^  there  would  have  been  a  fatal 
objection  to  the  appointment    However,  it  appears  they  are  all 
members  of  that  church,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is 
any  other  right  or  privilege  affecting  this  case  reserved  to  the  Church 
of  England  by  this  section  except  that  which  I  have  mentioned. 

This  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that  all  the  public  objections — all 
the  objections  which  could  be  of  any  possible  validity  so  far  as  this 
case  is  concerned,  as  governing  other  cases — are  clear,  and  do  not 
cause,  in  my  mind  at  ail  events,  any  feeling  of  doubt  or  hesitation. 

I  now  come  to  what  I  will  call  the  private  objections,  which 
certainly  are  of  a  somewhat  different  character,  not  quite  so  easy 
to  deal  with,  but  which,  as  it  appears  to  me,  can  be  disposed  of  with- 
out my  expressing  any  very  decided  opinion  on  any  one  of  them. 

It  is  said  that,  assuming  there  is  jurisdiction,  still  the  Charity 
Commissioners  have  not  exercised  a  wise  discretion  in  exercising 
it  at  all — ^that  is  one  objection ;  or,  secondly,  in  exercising  it  by 
the  selection  of  the  particular  three  persons  they  have  selected. 
Now  the  first  observation  I  have  to  make  on  that  is,  that  this  is 
an  appeal,  and  a  statutory  appeal.  What  the  difference  may  be 
between  a  statutory  appeal  and  a  re-hearing  it  is  not  necessary  to 
define,  but  undoubtedly  there  is  some,  and  not  an  immaterial  dif- 
ference, as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  Court  deals  with  the  decisicm 
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H.  B.      appealed  from,  that  difference  not  being  to  the  adyantage  of  the 
1873       appellant  in  a  statutory  appeal.    The  second  consideration  is  this, 
^7«       ^^^  ^^  ^^B  ^^^  I^^d  down  as  a  general  rule  by  Courts  of  Appeal 
BuBNBAH    ^1^^  jj^  j^  Qi^gQ  where  a  decision  depends  on  the  personal  discretioa 
Schools,     of  a  Judge  should  an  appeal  be  allowed  at  all.  That  is  the  general 
rule,  but  it  is  not,  as  the  law  now  stands,  without  exception ;  for  I 
.  think  there  may  be  a  case  of  miscarriage  so  palpable  and  so  groes 
that  eren  in  a  statutory  appeal  the  Appellate  Court  would  be  jus- 
tified in  reversing  the  order,  on  account  of  the  mistake  or  miscar- 
riage of  the  Court  below,  even  as  to  the  exercise  of  discretion.   But 
I  think  there  must  be  an  exceedingly  strong  case  made  out  in  order 
to  induce  the  Court  of  Appeal  so  to  interfere,  and  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  such  case  made  out  upon  the  present  occasion. 

Now  the  first  objection  is  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  should 
not  have  appointed  any  additional  trustees.  The  facts  are  these: 
There  are  two  clergymen,  the  Bev.  Dr.  Bates  and  the  Bev.  Mr. 
Hayter.  They  are  the  joint  rectors  of  a  parish.  In  this  parish 
there  is  a  church  school,  which  was  founded  a  great  many  years 
ago,  and  to  the  foundation  of  wHich  Dr.  Boies  contributed  in  the 
most  efiicient  manner,  both  by  his  personal  exertions  and  the 
expenditure  of  his  money.  He  therefore  considered  himself,  and, 
in  my  opinion,  had  a  right  to  consider  himself,  to  some  extent  as 
one  of  the  founders  of  the  school.  This  school,  however,  had  been 
for  between  sixteen  and  seventeen  years  managed,  controlled,  and 
maintained — that  is,  in  the  sense  of  obtaining  subscriptions  and 
incurring  pecuniary  liabilities — ^by  the  other  rector,  the  Bev.  Mr. 
Hayter,  and  on  the  whole  he  seems  to  have  managed  it  very  welL 
He  appears  to  have  appointed  the  masters,  although,  oi  coaae, 
nominally  the  assent  of  Dr.  Bates  was  required.  In  August,  1871) 
the  master  of  the  boys'  school  left  At  that  time  there  was  no 
school  board  in  the  parish,  although  there  was,  no  doubt^some 
intention  on  the  part  of  some  of  the  inhabitants  of  electing  one. 
For  some  reason  or  other,  which  I  prefer  not  to  bquire  into,  the 
two  rectors  cannot  agree  in  nominating  a  new  schoolmaster.  Dr. 
Bates  does  not  think  fit  to  entrust  Mr.  Hayter  with  that  office 
which  he  had  so  well  performed  for  sixteen  years — the  manage- 
ment of  the  school — and  rather  than  concur  with  him,  or  rather 
than  let  him  appoint  alone  the  schoolmaster,  he  preferred  tbat 
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the   poor  children  of  the  parish  should  go  without  education.       M.  B. 
Mr.  Bdyter,  on  the  other  hand,  rather  than  agree  to  appoint  a       i873 
clergyman  who  seems  to  hare  been  duly  qualified,  and  who  was  pro-       "^^ 
posed  by  Dr.  Bates,  also  determined  that  it  was  better  that  the  school    Burnham 
should  be  shut  up ;  and  between  the  two  these  unfortunate  children     Schools. 
were  left  entirely  deprived  of  education  for  two  or  three  years. 

Now  I  must  say  this  was  a  lamentable  state  of  things.  It  is 
not  for  me  to  say  which  of  these  two  clergymen  was  primarily  or 
which  was  secondarily  censurable.  I  think  it  must  be  obvious  to 
every  one  that  they  were  both  in  some  degree  censurable.  Either 
party^  by  abating  his  extreme  pretensions,  could  have  allowed  the 
school  to  remain  open,  and  these  poor  children  to  receive  the 
inestimable  blessing  of  a  good  and  sound  education.  However, 
both  parties  preferred  to  stand  on  their  extreme  rights,  and  the 
result  was  that  the  whole  of  this  charity,  so  far  as  the  boys  were 
concerned,  came  to  nothing.  The  children  were  uneducated,  and 
then  application  is  made  to  the  Charity  Commissioners  for  addi-^ 
tional  trustees. 

What  could  the  Charity  Commissioners  do  ?  It  is  at  least  very 
doubtful  whether  they  could  have  removed  these  clergymen,  being 
ex  officio  trustees  of  the  charity.  The  only  course  open  to  them 
was  to  appoint  at  least  three  who  should  outvote  these  two,  and 
who  would  appoint  a  schoolmaster  if  necessary,  or  do  any  other  act 
which  might  be  required  for  educating  the  poor  children  of  the 
parish.  Therefore,  so  far  as  regards  the  expediency  of  exercising 
their  discretionary  powers  of  appointing  additional  trustees,  I  have 
no  doubt  that  they  well  exercised  their  discretion. 

The  next  point  is  this :  Were  the  three  gentlemen  whom  they 
did  appoint  so  entirely  objectionable,  so  grossly  and  clearly  unfit, 
that  I  should  be  justified  in  saying  the  order  appointing  them 
should  be  discharged?  Now  I  will  consider  who  they  were  and 
how  they  came  to  be  appointed.  It  seems  that  there  was  in 
November  of  the  same  year  a  school  board  elected.  In  con- 
sequence, as  some  say,  of  the  quarrels  in  the  parish  between  the 
clergymen,  and  in  consequence,  as  othei-s  say,  of  the  conduct  of 
one  or  both  of  the  clergymen,  the  witnesses  assert  that  it  was  im- 
possible, in  their  opinion,  to  get  up  sufficient  subscriptions  to 
continue  the  school  on  its  old  footing,  and  they  state,  being  gentle- 
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M.  R.       men  of  position  and  respectability,  that  in  their  opinion  the  best 

1878        thing  to  be  done  was  to  transfer  the  school  to  the  school  board. 

j„  ^       Mr.  Hatfter  was  of  the  same  opinion.     Dr.  Bates  had — and  I  do 

NattSial    ^^*  ^y  either  unnaturally  or  improperly — very  strong  conscientious 

SoHoouL     objections  to  such  a  proceeding,  because  it  deprived  the  school  of 

that  special    or   denominational  character,  as  regards  religious 

teaching,  which  he,  in  common  with  many  others,  thinks  absolutely 

essential  to  a  sound  education. 

That  being  the  state  of  matters,  the  chief  landowners  in  the 
parish  send  a  memorial  to  the  Charity  Commissioners,  and  ask  them 
to  appoint  additional  trustees.  Dr.  Bates,  with  the  assistance  of 
his  brother,  opposed  the  appointment.  The  Charity  Commis- 
sioners were  fully  informed  of  what  was  going  on.  They  were 
told  that  one  party  desired  that  the  school  should  be  transferred 
to,  or  be  placed  under,  the  management  of  the  school  board,  and 
the  other  party  opposed  it.  They  knew  that  Mr.  Blt/ih,  one  of  the 
three  persons  proposed,  was  the  chairman  of  the  school  board. 
As  regards  the  others,  the  first  was  Mr.  Overman^  to  whom  I  do 
not  find  that  any  specific  objection  was  made — in  fact  none  is 
alleged  now,  except  the  belief  of  Dr.  Bates,  which  appears  to  be 
ill-founded ;  for  it  is  positively  denied  on  oath  by  Mr.  OvernuM 
that  he  was  in  any  way  pledged  to  the  transfer,  or  was  even 
inclined  to  the  transfer. 

The  other  proposed  trustee  was  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of 
England,  but  it  was  objected  that  he  was  a  nephew  of  Mr.  BhfA, 
and  would  do  whatever  Mr.  Blyth  wished.  The  Charity  Commis- 
sioners said  to  Mr.  BcUes,  who  was  acting  for  his  brother:  **  We  are 
going  to  nominate  Mr.  Blyth,  who  is  a  partisan  on  one  side ;  we 
think  of  nominatiog  Mr.  Overman,  who  is  not  a  partisan  at  all; 
will  you  nominate  a  partisan  on  your  side,  so  that  we  will  nominate 
a  partisan  on  each  side  and  an  indifferent  person?"  Mr.  Bales 
accepts  the  offer,  and  nominates  Mr.  MUcheU^  and  the  Charity  Com- 
missioners appoint  Mr.  Mitchell.  That  is,  they  take  Mr.  BlyO^,  who 
wishes  for  the  transfer ;  Mr.  Miichdl,  who  is  the  nominee  of  the 
rector.  Dr.  Boies,  who  opposes  the  transfer ;  and  Mr.  Overman,  who 
is  simply  a  memorialist,  who  has  taken  no  part  in  the  matter,  and 
says  he  will  not  pledge  himself  either  way. 

Surely  this  is  not  such  a  gross  and  improper  appointment  that 
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this  Court  can  set  it  aside.  How  does  it,  then,  happen  that  M.B, 
Dr.  Bates  objects  to  the  nomination  of  Mr.  Mitchell^  that  he  had  1873 
made  himself?  Because  Mr.  Mitchdl^  xmAi&r  the  circumstances,  in  re 
as  he  states  in  his  affidavit,  however  strongly  he  felt  regarding  the  y^^^^^ 
preference  to  be  given  to  denominational  education,  felt  still  more  Sctools. 
strongly  the  necessity  of  some  education  for  the  poor  children,  and 
therefore  voted  against  Dr.  Bates  on  the  question  of  transfer, 
which  has  induced  Dr.  Bales  to  believe,  contrary  to  the  fact,  that 
Mr.  Mitchell  had  been  all  through  an  enemy  in  disguise,  and  that 
he  was  throughout  pledged  to  the  transfer,  and  had  obtained  the 
nomination  of  Mr.  Bates,  acting  for  Dr.  Bates,  under  false  pretences. 
All  this,  as  I  said  before,  is  utterly  denied,  and  on  the  evidence 
before  me  it  appears  to  me  clear  that  the  Charity  Conmiissioners 
wished  to  act  most  fairly  and  impartially  in  the  matter.  Neither 
Mr.  Blyth  nor  Mr.  MiteheU  were,  in  one  sense,  pledged ;  they  had 
not  done  more  than  express  an  opinion.  Mr.  Blyth  was  well 
known  to  be  in  favour  of  the  transfer ;  Mr.  MiteheU,  as  far  as  the 
Charity  Commissioners  were  concerned,  was  equally  well  known  to 
be  opposed  to  the  transfer.  As  I  said  before,  Mr.  Overman  was 
impartiaL  As  regards  the  rectors,  they  were  one  and  one,  and 
consequently  the  Charity  Commissioners,  in  appointing  three 
additional  trustees,  got  a  board  of  five,  two  of  whom  were  ap- 
parently of  one  opinion,  two  of  another,  and  the  fifth  neutral ;  and 
the  board  so  constituted  has,  under  the  special  circumstances  stated 
in  the  affidavits,  decided  that  the  best  thing  to  be  done  is  that  the 
school  shall  be  transferred  to  the  school  board. 

Now  I  must  say,  without  pledging  myself  to  this,  that  I  should 
have  appointed  all  three  of  these  gentlemen  (which  I  do  not  think 
it  at  all  necessary  for  me  to  say  or  consider  in  any  way) — that  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  has  been  no  such  gross  mis- 
carriage, no  such  utter  want  of  exercise  of  discretion,  as  ought  to 
induce  a  Court  of  Appeal  to  interfere  in  the  matter.  Under 
those  circumstances,  considering  that  all  the  objections  have 
failed,  I  must  dismiss  this  Petition,  and  of  course  the  costs  must 
follow  the  result. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Warry,  Bdbins,  d  Bwrges ;  Messrs.  Baven  dk 
Bradley. 
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Dee,  19,  20. 


M.  B.  COLLIEE  V.  WALTEES. 

^^^  [1873    0.    43.] 

Wmi — Construction — Eatcde  of  Tnistees — Contingent  Bemainder — Eeafudkata. 

A  testator,  by  will  dated  in  1827,  devised  his  estate  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs  upon  trust  that  they  and  their  heirs  should  stand  seised  of  the  same 
during  the  life  of  W,  C,  and  also  until  the  whole  of  the  testator's  debts  and 
the  legacies  thereinafter  mentioned  were  paid,  upon  trust  to  set  and  let  the  ssvie 
and  apply  the  rents  and  yearly  profits,  and  the  value  of  whatever  timber 
might  be  considered  at  its  best  growth,  from  time  to  time,  in  discharge  of  his 
debts  until  they  were  paid ;  then  upon  further  trust  to  apply  the  rents  aod 
yearly  profits  from  time  to  tune  until  three  legacies  were  paid,  and  from 
thenceforth  to  pay  the  rents  and  yearly  profits  to  W,  C,  and  his  assigns 
during  his  life.  And  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  W,  C,  and 
the  payment  of.  the  debts  and  legacies  and  all  expenses  incurred  by  the 
trustees,  the  testator  devised  the  estate  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  W.  C, 
and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  his  own  right  heirs.  In  1830  the  trustees, 
by  deed  reciting  that  the  debts  and  legacies  were  paid,  conveyed  the  estate 
to  W*  C.  for  his  life.  IT.  C,  shortly  afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery, 
and  then  mortgaged  the  estate  in  fee  to  PT.  TF.  C  and  W.  afterwards  filed 
a  bill  against  the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee  and  against  the  eldest  son  of 
W,  C»  praying  for  a  declaration  that  W,  C,  took  an  equitable  estate  tail 
under  the  will,  and  for  a  conveyance  of  the  l^al  fee  to  W,  The  son  put  in 
an  answer  submitting  that  W,  C,  took  only  an  equitable  life  estate,  and  that 
the  conveyance  by  the  trustee  in  1830  was  a  breach  of  trust,  and  asking  for 
a  declaration  to  that  effect.  A  decree  was  made  without  any  declaration, 
directing  the  heir  of  the  trustee  to  convey  his  estate  under  the  will  tq  W^ 
subject  to  W.  C*8  equity  of  redemption,  and  was  inroUed.  After  the  death 
of  W,  C.  his  eldest  son  filed  his  bill  against  W,  to  recover  the  estate,  on 
the  ground  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  TP.  C,  was  a 
contingent  remainder,  and  that  the  trustees  had  committed  a  breach  of  trust 
in  conveying  so  as  to  enable  W,  C,  to  destroy  it  by  the  recovery.  W,  by 
answer  insisted  on  the  inrolled  decree  as  an  adjudication  on  the  question  :— 

EM^  that  the  trustees  took  a  legal  fee  under  the  will ;  that  the  role  in 
SheUey^s  Ccue,  therefore,  applied,  and  that  W.  C,  acquired  a  good  equitable 
fee  by  the  recovery. 

A  general  devise  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  under  a  will,  the  puiposes  of 
which  require  them  to  have  some  legal  estate  of  freehold,  prima  facie  gives 
the  fee,  and  it  lies  on  the  parties  alleging  that  they  take  a  less  estate  to  shew 
what  less  estate  will  serve  the  purpose : 

EM^  also,  that  the  trust  to  set  and  let,  which  could  not  be  confined  to 
an  authority  to  let  from  year  to  year,  and  the  direction  as  to^the  timber, 
were  grounds  for  not  cutting  down  this  estate : 

EM^  further,  that  assuming  the  trustees  not  to  have  taken  the  fee,  the 
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estate  for  the  life  of  W.  C,^  which  in  that  view  of  the  case  was  in  1880  their  m.  B. 
only  estate,  was  held  in  trust  for  W,G.  only,  and  not  upon  any  implied  trust        .^^ 
to  preserve  contingent  remainders ;  and  that  they  were  justified  in  conveying         s^^vw 

to  W.  C,  though  their  doing  so  enabled  him  to  destroy  the  contingent  re-  Golueb 

Eeldf  further,  that  as  the  Plaintiff  had  not  asked  to  be  dismissed  from  the         -.—       ; 
suit  instituted  by  W,  and  W.  C7.,  but  had  raised  the  question  of  construction 
in  that  suit^  he  was  bound  by  the  decree,  the  direction  in  which  to  the 
trustee  to  convey  his  estate  was  a  decision  that  he  had  an  estate,  and  that  the 

trustees  had  taken  the  fee  under  the  will. 

« 

IHIS  was  a  suit  to  recover  an  estate  on  the  ground  that  a  contin- 
gent remainder  to  which  the  Plaintiff  alleged  himself  to  have  been 
entitled  had  been  destroyed  by  means  of  a  breach  of  tmst. 

James  Collier,  by  will  dated  the  23rd  of  May,  1827,  after  direct- 
ing his  funeral  expenses  and  the  expenses  of  proving  his  will  to  be 
paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  proceeded  as  follows : — 

''  I  give  and  devise  all  that  my  freehold  messuage,  &c.,  together 
with  all  my  farming  stock  and  all  other  the  residue  of  my  personal 
estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  unto  my  brother 
Joseph  CoUier  and  my  sister  Hannah  Collier,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
and  to  the  survivor  of  them  and  his  or  her  heirs,  upon  the  several 
trusts,  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses,  ends,  intents,  and  purposes 
hereinafter  named  and  expressed  of  and  concerning  the  same,  that 
is  to  say,  as  to  [here  followed  trusts  to  apply  the  personalty  as  far 
as  it  would  go  in  payment  of  debts],  and  as  to,  for,  and  concerning 
all  my  above-mentioned  real  estate,  upon  trust  that  they,  the  said 
Joseph  CoUier  and  Hannah  Collier,  and  their  heirs  and  the  survivor 
of  them,  and  his  or  her  heirs,  shall  stand  seised  of  the  same  for  and 
dniing  the  natural  life  of  my  brother  William  Collier,  and  also 
until  the  whole  of  my  just  debts  and  all  interest  due  or  to  grow 
due  thereon,  together  with  the  following  legacies,  be  fully  paid  off 
and  discharged,  to,  for,  and  upon  the  several  uses,  trusts,  ends,  in- 
tents, and  purposes  hereinafter  named,  that. is  to  say,  upon  trust 
to  set  and  let  the  same,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  rents,  issues, 
and  yearly  profits  thereof,  and  the  value  of  whatever  timber  may 
be  considered  at  its  best  growth,  from  time  to  time  in  further  dis- 
charge of  my  said  just  debts,  and  of  all  interest  due  or  to  grow  due 
thereon  until  the  same  shall  be  fully  paid  off  and  satisfied,  and  then 
upon  further  trqst  to  pay  and  apply  the  rents,  issuecf,  and  yearly 
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M.  B.       profits  thereof,  from  time  to  time,  in  discharge  of  and  until  the 

1873        whole  of  the  three  following  legacies  which  1  hereby  bequeath  be 

Q^[^^     fuUy  paid  and  discharged,  that  is  to  say  [here  followed  a  gift  of 

^-         three  legacies  of  £50],  and  from  thenceforth  upon  further  trust  to 

pay  over,  from  time  to  time,  the  rents,  issues,  and  yearly  profits  of 

the  said  premises  unto  my  said  brother  WiUiam  Collier  or  his 
assigns  for  his  use  and  benefit  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life,  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  my 
said  brother  WiUiam  CoUier,  and  the  payment  of  all  my  just  debts 
as  aforesaid,  and  also  the  legacies  above  mentioned,  together  with 
all  expenses  which  my  said  trustees  or  any  or  either  of  them  may 
be  at  or  put  unto  in  the  execution  of  this  my  will,  I  do  hereby  give 
and  devise  my  said  real  estate  unto  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  my  said 
brother  WiUiam  Collier,  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  for  default  of 
such  issue  then  I  give  and  devise  the  same  unto  the  right  heirs  of 
me,  the  said  Jam^es  Collier,  for  ever." 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  date  of  his  will.  By  indentures 
of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  4th  and  5th  of  June,  1830,  reciting 
that  the  debts  and  legacies  had  been  paid,  and  that  WiUiam  Collier 
had  requested  the  trustees  to  convey  the  estate  to  him  for  the 
term  of  his  natural  life,  which  they  had  agreed  to  do,  the  trustees 
conveyed  the  estate  to  him  and  his  assigns  for  his  life.  On  the 
24th  of  June,  1830,  William  Cottier,  being  advised  that  he  was 
equitable  tenant  in  tail,  conveyed  the  estate  to  a  tenant  to  the 
priecipe  and  shortly  afterwards  suffered  a  common  recovery.  He 
was  not  the  testator's  heir-at-law. 

In  1835  William  Collier  mortgaged  the  estate  in  fee  for  £500, 
and  in  1840  this  mortgage  was  transferred  to  the  present  Defen- 
dant Walters,  who  at  the  same  time  advanced  William  Collier  a 
further  sum  of  £500. 

In  July,  1861,  WaUers  and  Wittiam  Collier  filed  their  bill 
against  Joseph  Collier,  the  heir  at  law  of  the  surviving  trustee,  and 
against  the  present  Plaintiff,  who  was  the  eldest  son  of  William 
Collier,  setting  forth  the  above  facts,  and  praying  that  it  might  be 
declared  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  wiU, 
WiUiam  Cottier  became,  on  the  testator's  death,  equitable  tenant 
in  tail,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies,  and  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  Joseph  Cottier  was  a  trustee  for  WaUen 
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and  his  heirs,  subject  to  such  equity  of  redemption  as  was  subsisting       M.  B. 
under  the  mortgage,  and  that  Joseph  Collier  might  be  decreed  to       1878 
convey  his  estate  in  the  property  to  Walters,  his  heirs  and  assigns,     g^Ieeb 
subject  to  such  equity  of  redemption  as  was  subsisting  under  the    ^  ** 
mortgage  securities.  

The  present  Plaintiff  put  in  a  yoluntary  answer  in  that  suit,  and 
submitted  that  he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  expectant  on  the 
decease  of  Winiam  Collier,  that  the  estate  of  WiUiam  Collier  under 
the  will  was  an  equitable  life  estate  only,  and  that  the  execution 
by  the  trustees  of  the  deeds  of  the  4th  and  5th  of  June,  1830,  was 
a  breach  of  trust,  and  he  asked  that  a  declaration  to  that  effect 
might  be  made  in  the  decree  (if  any)  to  be  pronounced  in  that  suit. 

A  decree  was  made  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1862,  in  that  suit.  It 
contained  no  declaration,  but  ordered  Joseph  CoUier  to  convey  all 
the  estate  and  interest  vested  in  him  under  the  will  to  Walters, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  such  equity  of  redemption  as  was 
subsisting  in  William  Collier,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  under  the  mortgage  and  further  charge,  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  Plaintiff  should  pay  the  Defendants  their  costs  of 
the  suit,  the  costs  of  Joseph  Collier  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 
This  decree  was  inroUed. 

Joseph  CoUier,  on  the  26th  of  August,  1862,  conveyed  all  his  estate 
and  interest  in  the  premises,  as  heir-at-law  of  the  surviving  trustee^ 
to  WaUers,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  such  equity  of  re- 
demption as  mentioned  in  the  decree. 

In  October,  1862,  W.  Collier  contracted  to  sell  the  property  ta 
IfeBeofi.  The  purchaser  objecting  to  the  title,  W.  Collier  filed  hia 
bill  for  specific  performance,  which  was  dismissed  with  costs  by 
the  then  Master  of  the  Bolls,  Sir  J.  BomiUy,  who  held  that  under 
the  will  the  trustees  took  a  fee  simple,  which,  when  the  debts  and 
legacies  were  paid,  was  reduced  to  an  estate  for  the  life  of  William 
CclUer ;  that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  did  not  apply,  and  that  the 
title,  therefore,  was  bad  (1).  On  appeal  the  Lords  Justices  affirmed 
the  decree,  on. the  ground  that  the  title  was  not  such  as  ought, 
after  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  to  be  forced  on  the 
purchaser,  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  however,  intimating 
an  inclination  of  opinion  that  the  title  was  good  (2). 

(1)  34  Beav.  426.  (2)  Law  Bep.  1  Gh.  81. 
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M.  B.  Wiaiam  0<Mier  died  in  1871,  and  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bOI 

1873       against  WaJters^  the  mortgagee,  who  had  for  some  years  been  in 

Q^^Zzu     possession  of  the  property.    The  bill  alleged  that,  according  to  the 

^  **         true  construction  of  the  will,  W.  OoUier  was  only  equitable  tenant 

for  life ;  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  W.  OoUier 

was  a  legal  contingent  remainder ;  that  such  remainder  was  in- 
tended by  the  testator  to  be  supported  by  the  legal  estate  Tested 
in  the  trustees ;  and  that  their  joining  in  the  indenture  of  the  5th 
of  June,  1830,  and  thereby  enabling  W.  OoUier  to  destroy  the 
contingent  remainder,  was  a  breach  of  trust,  of  which  the  mort- 
gagees, when  they  took  their  securities,  had  notice;  and  that 
WciUeTB  might  be  declared  a  trustee  of  the  property  for  the  Plain- 
tiff. The  bill  prayed  for  declarations  to  the  above  effect,  and  for 
a  conveyance  by  WdUers  to  the  Plaintiff;  for  an  account  of  rents 
and  profits ;  and  that  Walters  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of 
the  suit. 

The  Defendant,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that,  on  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  the  trustees  took  the  legal  fee ;  that  if  they 
had  only  an  estate  pur  autre  vie,  they  held  it  in  trust  for  W. 
OoUier  only,  and  were  justified  in  conveying  it  to  him ;  and  that 
the  decree  in  Walters  v.  OoUier  was  an  adjudication  on  the  point  in 
dispute,  and  precluded  the  Plaintiff  from  reopening  it 

When  the  case  was  first  opened,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  doubted 
whether,  having  regard  to  the  decisions  in  Collier  v.  McBeany  he 
could  do  otherwise  than  follow  the  decision  of  Lord  BomUly  in 
that  case ;  and  the  case  was,  at  His  Honour's  request,  mentiooed 
to  the  Lords  Justices,  who  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  open  to 
him  to  hear  and  adjudicate  on  the  case  unfettered  by  the  judg- 
ments delivered  in  OoUier  v.  McBean. 

Mr.  Souihgaie,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  BadnaU,  for  the  Plaintiff  :*«— 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  that  the  trustees,  took'  a  deter- 
minable  fee.  There  is  some  authority  for  that;  but  we  rather 
contend  that  they  took  an  estate  pttr  autre  vie  with  a  chattel 
interest  superadded.  If  that  be  so,  W.  Ocllier  was  not  equitable 
tenant  in  tail,  but  only  equitable  tenant  for  life  with  a  contmgent 
remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.  The  rule  is  that  the 
Courts  will,  if  possible,  construe  a  general  devise  to  trustees  so  as 
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to  rest  in  them  only  such  a  legal  estate  a6  is  required  for  the  M.  B« 

daties  they  haye  to  perform :  Janes  y.  Lord  Say  and  Seal  (1) ;  1873 

Oarier  t.  Bamadist(m  (2) ;  Doe  v.  Oafe  (3) ;  Adams  r.  Adams  (4) ;  cknum 

Doe  V.  Hwart  (5) ;  Waud  v.  Burbuty  (6).  Wa^W 
^  [TheTffASTEB  or  the  Bolls  : — ^That  case  seems  to  stand  alone.] 

Bieardson  t.  WiUiamson  (7).  A  power  of  granting  leases  is  not, 
according  to  the  later  cases,  sufficient  to  give  them  a  fee.  Achland 
Y.  LuHey  (8)  and  Ackland  y.  Prinff  (9),  on  the  same  will,  shew 
that  Doe  v.  WiUan  (10)  does  not  establish  that  it  is. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^The  Court  distinguished  the  case 
from  Doe  y,  WiUan  on  the  ground  that  the  trustees  were  only 
directed  to  pay  a  small  ascertained  amount  of  debts.  That  was 
the  ratio  decidendi  ;  and,  whether  sound  or  not»  it  does  not  exist 
here.] 

Mr.  Jarmafi  deduces  from  the  cases  that  an  authority  to  grant 
leases  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  holding  trustees  to  take  a  fee. 

[The  Hasteb  or  thjs  Bolls  : — ^I  rather  understand  him  to  be 
of  opinion  that  where  the  estate  is  devised  to  the  trustees  upon 
trust  to  lease,  and  they  must  at  least  have  a  life  estate,  there  they 
take  a  fee.] 

Doe  V.  Cafe  is  not  consistent  with  that  view.  Doe  v.  Simp^ 
son  (11)  is  an  instance  of  the  precise  construction  for  which  we 
contend  being  adopted. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — There  the  limitation  was  to  the 
trustees,  their  executors  and  administrators,  which  would  not  give 
them  a  fee  unless  it  could  be  affirmatively  made  out  from  the  rest 
of  the  will  that  they  were  intended  to  have  it.] 

The  testator  has  said  how  long  the  trustees  are  to  hold  the 
estate,  and  the  Court  will  not  carry  their  legal  interest  beyond 
that  period.  The  direction  to  ^'  set  and  let "  is  not  a  direction  to 
gtuit  leases;  it  means  only  to  let  from  year  to  year. 

(1)  8  Vin.  Abr.  2B2,  pi.  19.  (6)  18  Beav.  190. 

(2)  1  P.  Wma.  505.  (7)  1  Keen,  33. 

(3)  7  Ex.  675.  (8)  9  A.  &  E.  879. 

(4)  6  Q.  B.  860.  (9)  2  Man.  &  Gr.  937. 

(5)  7  A.  &  E.  636.  (10)  2  B.  &  A.  84. 

(11)  5  East,  162. 
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M.  R.  [The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^I  can  see  no  legal  difference 

1878       between  **  set  and  let "  and  the  word  **  demise  "  which  was  used  in 

Q^EBi  1^0^  ^*  WaJbank  (1).  Then,  too,  the  testator  speaks  of  their  catting 
timber^  which  a  tenant  pur  auire  vie  has  no  right  to  do.  He  doea^ 
not  purport  to  give  them  a  power  to  do  it,  but  appears  to  assume 
that  they  have  an  estate  which  will  enable  them  to  do  it.  Hsto 
they  not  also  a  power  to  sell :  Oibson  y.  Lord  MotUfart  (2)  ?] 

We  submit  that  the  trust  is  only  to  raise  money  by  the  rents  de^ 
anno  in  annum :  Wilson  y.  RaUUey  (3). 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^I  think  that  is  so.] 

Assuming^  then»  that  the  trustees  in  1830  had  not  the  fee,  but 
only  an  estate  jpur  ati^  vte^  we  say  they  were  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
trust  in  couYcying  it. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^How  do  you  shew  that  they  were* 
trustees  for  yon  ?] 

They  must,  we  submit,  be  considered  as  trustees  for  supporting 
the  dispositions  of  the  will,  and  had  no  right  to  take  any  step 
which  could  help  their  being  defeated :  Barnard  y.  Large  (4)  * 
Boake  y.  Kidd  (5) ;  Moody  y.  Wallers  (6). 

[Mr.  JVy,  Q.O.,  referred  to  the  observation  of  ParTcey  B.,  iir 
BarTcer  y.  Qreenwood  (7).] 

The  trustees  ought  not  to  have  couYeyed  so  as  to  enable  the 
limitations  of  the  will  to  be  defeated ;  it  was  their  duty  to  keep 
the  estate :  Bvilanshaw  y.  Martin  (8).  Our  rights,  therefore,  can- 
not be  affected  by  their  act  Then,  as  to  the  decree  in  WaUers  v. 
Collier^  it  appears  that  the  Yice-Ohancellor  expressly  declined  to* 
decide  the  construction  of  the  will,  and  said  it  would  be  premature 
to  do  so. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolis  :— If  I  had  before  me  his  written 
judgment  to  that  effect  I  could  not  vary  an  inrolled  decree  accord- 
ing to  it.  The  decree  made  in  your  presence  directs  the  trustees 
to  couYcy  their  estate,  not  ''their  estate,  if  any,"  *  which  is  a 

(1)  2  B.  &  Ad.  554.  (5)  6  Ves.  647. 

(2)  1  Vea.  Sen.  486,  491.  (6)  16  Ves.  283,  295. 

(3)  1  Russ.  &  My.  690.  (7)  4  M.  &  W.  421,  431. 

(4)  1  Bro.  0.  C.  584.  (8)  Job.  89. 
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•decision  that  they  had  something  to  convey ;  whereas,  according       ^  a. 
to  yonr  oonstrnction  of  the  will,  they  had  nothing.]  ig73 

The  decree  cannot  bind  the  present  Plaintiff,  for  he  was  not  heir     cioLuxa 
at  the  time ;  he  had  nothing  but  a  possibility.  Wamebs 

[The  Masteb  op  the  Rolls  : — He  should  have  asked  to  be 
dismissed.  He  was  not  a  proper  party  to  the  suit,  for  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  trust,  and  could  not  be  properly  made  a 
party  for  the  purpose  of  trying  what  quantity  of  estate  the  trustees 
had ;  but  as  he  raised  the  question,  and  the  decree  was  made  in 
liis  presence,  he  is  bound.] 

[Doe  V.  Davies  (1)  and  Pood  v.  Watson  (2)  were  referred  to 
during  the  argument  on  the  question  as  to  the  general  principle 
applicable  to  the  determining  the  quantity  of  estate  taken  by 
trustees.] 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oadman  Janes,  for  the  Defendant,  were 
not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M Jl. : — 

I  have  seldom  seen  a  case  come  before  the  Court  under  more 
singular  circumstances  than  this. 

There  are  three  questions  in  the  cause,  which  I  will  deal  with 
separately.  The  first  question  is  whether  under  the  will  of  a 
testator,  named  James  CoUier,  who  died  in  1827,  the  trustees  of 
die  will  took  a  legal  estate  in  fee  or  took  a  life  estate  with  a 
chattel  interest  If  they  took  a  legal  estate  in  fee,  WiUiam 
ColUer,  the  father,  became  tenant  in  tail ;  if  they  took  an  estate 
for  life  with  a  chattel  interest,  he  was  then  tenant  for  life  with  a 
legal  contingent  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  his  body. 

The  history  of  the  case  after  that  is  very  short.  In  1830,  by 
deed  the  trustees  conveyed  to  William  CoUier,  senior,  the  life  estate 
which  they  certainly  had  at  law  if  they  had  no  more,  and  there- 
upon (the  usual  form  was  gone  through)  in  1830,  William  CoUier 
ifuffered  a  recovery,  which,  if  he  had  an  estate  tail,  would  have 
barred  it  If  he  had  not  an  estate  tail,  he  would  have  certainly 
destroyed  the  contingent  remainder  at  law,  and  prevented,  there- 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  430.  (2)  6  E.  &  B.  606. 
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M.  B.      fore,  the  heir  of  his  body  eyer  recoyering  the  estate,  at  all  eyents 

1878       at  law.    Then  by  an  indenture,  which  for  this  purpose  I  will  call 

Q^j^g     a  mortgage*  made  in  1835,  WiSiam  GdUier^  the  father,  mortgaged 

*•         the  property  to  certain  persons.    That  mortgage  was  transfened, 

and  a  farther  smn  lent,  and  by  a  deed  of  the  29th  of  May,  1840,  it 

became  yested  in  the  present  Defendant,  Walters.    The  question 
is  whether  William  OoUier,  the  present  Plaintiff,  who  is  the  eldest 
son  and  heir  of  the  body  of  WtUiam  CoUier^  the  father,  has  any 
title,  or  whether  the  title  of  William  Wallers,  the  mortgagee,  is 
not  a  good  title.    That  is  the  question  which  I  now  have  to  decide. 
Now,  as  I  said  before^  the  case  comes  before  me  under  yeiy 
singular  circumstances,  and  I  will  state  why.    A  good  many  yean 
ago,  William  Collier,  the  father,  attempted  to  sell  the  estate.    The 
purchaser  objected  to  the  title,  and  a  suit  of  Collier  y.  MeBean 
was  instituted,  which  came  on  to  be  heard  before  my  predecessor^ 
Lord  Bomilly,  and  is  reported  (1).    XJpon  the  hearing  of  that  suit, 
which  was  for  specific  performance,  his  Lordship  determined  two 
things ;  first  of  all^  that  the  purchaser  was  not  to  take  the  title, 
because  it  was  bad,  and  secondly,  that  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  will,  the  estate  taken  by  the  trustees  was  what  I 
may  call  a  determinable  fee.    His  Lordship  says  (2),  ''I  am  of 
opinion  that,  though  the  estate  taken  by  the  trustees  was  a  fee 
simple  estate,  still  that  it  was  one  determinable  on  paymrat  of 
the  debts  and  legacies,  and  the  decease  of  William  Collier  J"    So 
that  he  decided  that  the  title  was  bad,  because  they  took  a  de- 
terminable fee.     The  case  went  up  on  appeal,  and  is  reported  (3). 
The  Lords  Justices  decided  that  they  could  not  force  the  title  on 
the  purchaser,  although  one  Lord  Justice  was  of  opinion  that  die 
title  was  good,  and  the  other  does  not  seem  to  haye  dissented. 
That  class  of  decisions^^has  been  since  oyerruled  by  a  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Alexander  y.  Mills  (4),  and  I  think  that  1 
am  entitled  to  say  that  the  decision  in  Collier  y.  MeBean  in  the 
Appeal  Court  was  not  according  to  the  law  as  it  now  stands.  Li  that 
state  of  the  authorities  I  felt  a  difficulty  (though  I  thought  the 
decision  altogether  erroneous)  in  oyerruling  a  decision  come  to 
upon  a  solemn  occasion  by  my  predecessor,  and  I  declined  to  do 

(1)  84  Beav.  426.  (3)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  81. 

(2)  Ibid.  430.  (4)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  124. 
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it*    The  case  was  therefore,  at  xny  requesi^  taken  before  the       K.  B. 
present  Court  of  Appeal,  and  they  gave  me  leaye  to  consider  the        1873 
case  as  if  I  were  not  bound  by  the  decision  of  Lord  RomiUtft  or  the     Colubb 
opinion  expressed  by  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  on  appeal ;  there-    ^^l.^. 

fore  I  was  free  to  consider  it  as  if  there  were  no  authority  on  the       

question.  Then  another  singular  point  arose.  When  the  case 
was  first  mentioned  to  me^  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  naturally 
asserted  that  I  was  bound  by  the  decision  of  Lord  BomiUy^  and  I 
thought  I  was,  until  I  was  fireed  from  it ;  but  when  the  case  comes 
to  be  argued  on  the  footing  that  I  was  not  to  be  bound  by  that 
decision,  neither  counsel  asserts  that  that  decision  is  right,  but 
both  positively  abandon  it:  both  the  leading  counsel  and  the 
junior  counsel,  on  consideration,  say  that  they  cannot  support  the 
decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  That  is  a  very  strong  and 
a  Tery  peculiar  circumstance.  His  Lordship  having  determined 
that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  there  was  a 
detenninable  fee,  neither  of  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  will  argue 
in  support  of  that  proposition  at  all.  Li  fact  there  is  not  any 
authority  to  be  found  for  any  such  determinable  fee.  I  have 
looked  at  an  enormous  number  of  cases  to  see  if  I  could  find  such 
an  authority,  but  I  have  been  quite  as  unsuccessful  as  the  counsel 
for  the  Plaintiff,  and  I  think  there  is  no  such  case  to  be  found.  I 
thin^  therefore,  I  may  dismiss  the  interpretation  of  the  will  given 
by  Lord  BomiUy  as  untenable. 

The  next  question  is,  what  is  the  proper  interpretation  of  the 
will  ?  and  I  agree  that  the  testator  has  done  his  best  to  puzzle  the 
lawyers.  I  am  bound  to  interpret  the  will,  and  to  interpret  it 
according  to  rules  which,  as  I  think,  are  well  established ;  and  the 
only  question  is,  how  far  those  rules  apply  to  the  present  case. 
Now,  the  first  observation  to  be  made  upon  the  will  is  this,  that 
there  is  a  gift  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  and  that  the  trustees  and 
their  heirs  are  to  stand  seised  (they  get  legal  seisin  of  something, 
and  it  was  not  denied  that  they  must  get  an  estate  of  freehold  of 
some  kind  or  other)  "  for  and  during  the  term  of  the  natural  life 
of  my  brother  WtUiam,  and  also  until  the  whole  of  my  just  debts 
and  all  interest  due  thereon  has  been  paid."  Now,  the  rule  is  this, 
that  trustees  under  a  devise  to  them  and  their  heirs  primd  fade 
take  a  fee.    I  would  rather  put  the  rule  in  the  language  in  which 
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M.  B.       it  has  been  put  in  two  cases.    It  is  very  important  that  these  rales 

1878       should  be  observed,  for  they  are  rules  of  real  property  law,  and  are 

GoLLisB     not  to  be  set  aside  at  the  mere  caprice  of  a  judge,  but  they  must 

WALTERg.    g^V6"^  him  in  interpreting  these  wills,  and  it  is  necessary  to  see 

what  the  rules  are.    They  have  properly  been  called  subordmate 

rules,  because  the  primary  rule  is  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the 
expressions  in  the  will  from  the  will  itself;  but  in  so  ascertaining 
it,  these  subordinate  rules  become  of  importance.  In  the  case  of 
Doe  V.  Dames  (I),  Mr.  Justice  PaUeson  lays  down  the  rule  in  this 
way :  ''If  the  devise  be  for  purposes  which  are  to  last  only  for  a 
certain  time,  the  use  of  the  word  '  heirs '  will  not  give  a  fee,  the  de- 
vise will  be  cut  down  to  the  time  necessary  for  the  purposes  " — ^that 
is  a  certain  time — **  But  if  a  fee  be  given  in  terms  with  trusts  which 
by  their  nature  extend  over  an  indefinite  time,  it  is  not  so**— here 
we  have  trusts  for  the  payment  of  debts  which  of  course  by  their 
nature  extend  over  an  indefinite  time — "  if  no  particular  time  can 
be  fixed  at  which  the  trusts  shall  end,  the  estate  cannot  be  cut 
down."  That  is  the  rule.  Then  Mr.  Justice  Williams  gives  the 
rule  almost  in  the  same  terms.  He  says,  **  The  estate  being  given 
to  the  trustees  for  particular  purposes,  it  cannot  be  deemed  imma- 
terial what  terms  are  used  in  giving  it.  If  the  words  are  snch  as 
pass  a  fee,  it  lies  upon  those  who  contend  for  a  less  estate  to  cut 
down  their  import.  It  is  true,  according  to  the  cases  whidi  have 
been  cited,  that  the  word  '  heirs '  is  not  decisive,  if  the  purpose  of 
the  devise  clearly  cuts  down  the  estate." 

Now  this  kind  of  case  was  again  considered  in  Pood  v.  Wad- 
son  (2) ;  and  there  Mr.  Justice  OoUridge  puts  the  rule  in  this  way : 
''  The  paramount  rule  is,  to  look  to  the  intention  as  appearing  on 
the  whole  will.  But  there  are  secondary  rules,  one  of  which  is  that 
the  words  of  devise  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  are  to  have  their 
natural  efiect  to  give  a  fee  simple,  unless  something  shews  that  it 
is  cut  down  to  an  estate  terminating  at  some  time  ascertained  at 
the  time  of  the  testator^s  death.  If  no  precise  period  for  the 
termination  can  be  shewn  it  remains  an  estate  in  fee."  Then 
Mr.  Justice  Erie  says :  ''  There  are  words  clearly  meaning  that  the 
testator  gave  the  trustees  a  fee  simple ;  but,  if  a  less  estate  would 
certainly  enable  the  trustees  to  fulfil  all  the  trusts,  the  fee  simple 
(1)  1  Q.  B.  430,  438.  (2)  6  E.  &  B.  606,  617. 
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would  be  cut  down  to  that  estate.     I  examine  this  will,  and  I       M.  B. 

-find  several  trusts  which  may  go  beyond  the  life  of  Elizahethy  and        i873 

consequently  no  certain  estate  less  than  a  fee  simple  will  do."     c<^^b' 

That  rale  is,  therefore,  a  rule  which,  I  think,  is  clearly  and  fairly 

settled  by  authority,  and  should  govera  me  in  construing  this  will. 

Now,  there  is  another  rule,  which;  may  be  collected  from  all  the 

authorities,  that  you  cannot  cut  down  the  estate  in  fee  simple 

unless  you  can  point  out  on  the  face  of  the  willVhat  less  estate 

the  trustees  take.    Upon  that  there  is  immense  difficulty  here. 

So  great  is  the  difficulty  that  Mr.  Southgaie^  who  opened  the  case, 

first  of  all  proposed  one  estate,  then  he  proposed  another,  and 

Mr.  BoAmiU^  who  followed  him  to-day,  if  I  may  say  so,  in  a  Tery 

able  argument,  has  proposed  a  third.      The  first  proposal  of 

Mr.  Souihgcde  was,  that  the  trustees  took  an  estate  for  the  life  of 

WtOiatn  Collier,  with  a  chattel  interest  superadded  until  the  debts, 

ftc,  were  paid.    His  second  pipposition  was,  not  that  they  took 

a  life  estate  with  a  chattel  interest  superadded,  but  that  they  took 

a  concurrent  chattel  interest  and  life  estate  (that  is,  they  took  the 

two  estates  concurrently  for,  I  suppose,  whichever  should  last 

longest,  but  they  were  both   concurrent),  and  that  the  second 

estate  would  last  until  the  debts  were  paid.    I  will  examine  Mr. 

Badnairs  proposition  after  I  have  disposed  of  these  two.    The 

first,  that  they  took  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  chattel  interest^per- 

added,  clearly  will  not  do.    I  pointed  that  out  to  Mr.  Southgaie  in 

argument,  and  he  abandoned  it.  The  trust  to  pay  debts  is  the  first 

trust,  and  the  tenant  for  life  is  to  take  nothing  until  the  debts  and 

legacies  are  paid.   If  you  are  to  imply  a  chattel  interest,  therefore, 

from  a  gift  to  the  trustees  upon  trust  to  pay  debts  and  legacies, 

that  chattel  interest  will  be  implied  £rom  the  moment  of  the 

testator's  death ;  and  it  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  hold  that  they 

took  during  the  life  of  WHKam  OoUier,  and  then  took  a  superadded 

ostate^^by  implication  upon  trust  to  pay  debts  and  legacies.    I 

need  say  no  more  about  that.    Then,  as  regards  the  concurrent 

chattel  interest  and  life  estate,  did  anybody  ever  hear  of  such  a 

thing  as  taking  a  chattel  interest  and  a  freehold  estate  together? 

It  is  a  novel  idea,  and  whether  they  can  subsist  together,  or 

whether  the  doctrine  of  merger  or  extinguishment  would  apply,  I 

do  not  say.    The  notion  that  they  should  take  a  chattel  interest 
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M.  R.  .    and  a  freehold  interest  at  the  same  momenti  both  to  sabogt 

1878        together,  appears  to  me  to  be  self-coutradictory ;  and  in  the 

CoLUBB     absence  of  any  authority  I  decline  to  recognise  the  possibility  of 

Waltkbb.    iinplyh^g  any  such  estate. 
T—  Now,  then,  these  two  being  rejected,  Mr.  BadnaU  to-day  sug- 

gested a  third,  that  they  took  a  freehold  interest  for  the  life  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  and,  if  necessary,  a  further  chattel  interest  until 
the  debts  were  paid.  That  is  a  possible  interest,  and,  in  £act,  Doe 
y.  Cafe  (1)  shews  such  an  interest  There,  it  was  an  estate  pur 
autre  vie  for  the  life  of  the  lady,  and  then  chattel  interest  until  the 
infants  should  attain  twenty-one.  That  is  quite  a  possible  interest, 
but  I  cannot  find  it  here.  That  would  be  an  estate  during  the 
life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  then,  if  at  his  death  the  debts  were 
not  paid,  until  they  were  paid.  I  agree,  if  those  were  the  wards, 
Mr.  BadnalTs  suggestion  would  be  admissible,  but  they  are  not  the 
words.  That  would  give  a  new  estate  arising  after  the  cesser  or 
determination  of  the  estate  for  Efe  in  case  the  debts  were  not  paid 
by  perception  of  rents  and  profits  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for 
life.  The  words  are,  in  the  first  place,  "  to  pay  the  rents  and 
profits,''  and  then  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  tenant  for  life,  shewing 
that  instead  of  raising  a  new  contingent  estate  the  testator  thought 
that  WiUiam  CoUier  would  live  long  enough  to  allow  the  rents  and 
profits  to  pay  off  the  whole  of  the  debts  and  legacies  during  his 
life,  therefore  I  cannot  see  on  this  will  that  I  am  at  liberty  to 
imply  the  estate  suggested  by  Mr.  Badnall.  That  being  so,  it  is 
reduced  to  this,  that  nobody  can  suggest  any  less  estate. 

These  four  suggestions,  the  terminable  fee  of  Lord  Bomdbf,  the 
two  suggestions  of  Mr.  SotUhgale,  and  that  of  Mr.  BadnaU,  being 
all  out  of  the  way,  I  think  I  am  liberty  to  say  that  human  in- 
genuity cannot  suggest  a  fifth.  Therefore  we  are  actually  reduced 
to  this.  The  first  rule  being,  that  those  who  say  they  do  not  take 
a  fee  shall  point  out  what  estate  they  take,  they  cannot  suggest 
•  any  estate  which,  in  my  opinion,  can  be  fairly  and  properly  im- 
plied from  the  words  used  in  this  will.  But  further,  not  only  can 
I  find  nothing  to  cut  down  the  estate  in  fee  beyond  the  woid?, 
^' shall  stand  seised  for  the  natural  life  and  also  until"  (those 
words  were  Tery  much  and  very  properly  relied  upon)  but  I  find 

(1)  6  Ex.  676. 


V. 

Waltbrs. 


VOL.  XYH]  EQUITT  CASES.  266 

a  gieat  deal  the  other  way.  The  fint  is,  that  there  is  a  trust  to  H.  B. 
let  and  set  the  same,  that  i%  the  property.  Now  it  was  aigued,  1873 
that  that  only  meant  to^  let  it  from  year  to  year.  I  camiot  so  o^juxb 
oonstrae  the  words.  I  constme  them  in  their  legal  and  proper 
meaning,  and  I  cannot  restrict  them  in  that  way.  A  trost  to  set 
and  let»  or  a  trust  to  lease,  primd  facie  (as  was  put  in  Doe  v. 
WiBan  (l),'and  a  number  of  authorities  bearing  upon  the  subject) 
shews  that  the  parties  who  were  to  lease  under  a  trust  have  not  a 
bare  power,  but  have  got  an  estate,  and  consequently  that  the 
estate  being  of  indefinite  duration  must  be  a  fee  in  order  to  allow 
a  leasehold  interest  to  take  effect  out  of  it.  In  the  next  place,  I 
find  this,  that  they  are  to  apply  not  only  the  rents  and  profits,  but 
the  value  of  whateyer  timber  may  be  considered  at  its  best 
growth.  Now  the  person  who  penned  that  will  could  not  have 
supposed  the  trustees  could  apply  the  value  of  the  timber  without 
their  having  the  power  to  cut  it  You  cannot  apply  the  value  of 
timber  in  payment  of  dfbhta  unless  you  cut  it,  and  in  order  to  cut 
it  you  must  have  power  to  cut  it.  Now,  if  they  take  only  an 
estate  pur  autre  vie,  or  only  a  chattel  interest,  they  have  no  power 
to  cut  it  by  law,  but  if  they  take  a  fee  simple  they  have,  and 
therefore,  as  there  is  an  implied  right  (that  is,  to  cut  the  timber), 
it  appears  to  me  to  shew  that  these  trustees  in  order  to  cut  the 
timber  must  take  the  fee.  That  is  another  reason  in  support  of 
their  taking  the  fee  on  the  construction  of  the  will,  and  quite 
independent  of  the  rule,  that  those  who  say  they  do  not  take  a  fee 
must  shew  a  definite  and  certain  period  for  which  they  take  the 
estate,  which  cannot  be  done. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  trustees  take  the 
fee,  and,  consequently,  that  William  CcUier  took  an  equitable 
estate  tail,  which  has  been  well  barred  by  recovery. 

The  second  point  is  one  of  some  curiosity,  on  which  I  have 
beard  a  most  ingenious  argument  Supposing  that  that  was  not 
the  true  constructioD,  and  that  WtHiam  Collier  took  an  estate  for 
life  only,  and  that  there  was  a  legal  contingent  remainder,  then  the 
tmstee  has  conveyed  the  life  estate  to  William  OoBier,  and  the 
e&ct  of  his  recovery  has  been,  according  to  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Ga<- 
Mv  (2),  and,  in  fact»  according  to  what  was  considered  well  settled 

(1)  2  B.  &  A.  84.  (2)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  e09. 
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IL  B.       law  long  before  that  case,  a  destruction  of  the  oontmgent  remainder. 

1878  That  80  far  is  admitted.  Then  it  was  said,  thongh  the  contingent 
CoLUKB  remainder  has  gone  at  law,  it  remains  inrequity ;  and  the  argument 
Wavtebb.    b^^^^^  ^^  support  of  that  contention  was  this : — ^It  was  said 

that  a  trust  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B,  to  pay  the  rents  and  piofits 

to  B.,  followed  after  the  decease  of  J5.  by  a  limitation  to  contingent 
uses  which  are  legal  uses,  makes  A.  a  trustee  not  only  for  JB.,  but 
by  implication  a  trustee  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  the  con- 
tingent remainder;  in  other  words,  a  trustee  for  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  contingent  remainder,  and  that  being  such  an 
implied  trustee  to  support  contingent  remainders,  he  was  goilty  of 
a  breach  of  trust  in  conyeying  the  legal  estate  to  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  thus  enabling  him  by  recovery,  according  to  the  then  state 
of  the  law,  to  destroy  the  contingent  remainder.  All  I  can  say  is, 
that  this  is  a  wonderful  discovery  to  make  in  the  year  1873. 
The  trusts  for  preserving  contingent  remainders  are  very  old ;  they 
were  invented  because  without  the  protection  of  the  tmstees,  and 
the  express  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  the  tenant  for 
life,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  trustees  where  they  had  the  legal 
estate,  or  without  their  concurrence  when  he  had  the  legal  estate, 
could,  as  the  law  then  stood,  destroy  the  contingent  remainders. 
If  any  such  doctrine  of  implied  trust  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders  had  ever  existed  or  been  recognised  in  this  Court,  we 
should  have  found  some  authority  upon  it,  especially  having  regard 
to  the  ingenuity  of  conveyancers,  which  has  been  exercised  at 
various  stages  and  in  various  ways  to  prevent  this  destruction,  and 
I  cannot  find  a  trace  of  any  such  authority*  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  such  implied  trust ;  that  there 
was  no  breach  of  trust,  and  that  if  the  contingent  remainders  were 
destroyed  at  law  they  were  destroyed  in  equity  also. 

Now  there  is  a  third  ground  upon  which  I  am  of  opinion  the 
Plaintiff  must  fail,  and  it  is  because  there  are  so  many  grounds  that 
I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  call  on  the  Defendants.  The 
third  ground  is  this:  W.  WaUers  in  the  year  1861  institated 
a  suit  of  WaUers  v.  Cottier^  the  object  of  which  was  to  get  from 
the  surviving  trustee  of  the  original  will  the  legal  estate  in  rever- 
don  which  was  left  in  him  after  the  legal  life  estate  was  conveyed 
to  WiUiam  Ooilier  the  £ather.    The  mortgagee,  with  WUKam  Col' 
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Iter  the  fBtther,  were  Plaintifis,  and  the  trustee,  Joseph  OcUier,  and       if.  B. 
William  Collier,  Junr.  the  present  Plaintiff,  who  was  then,  of  course,       1873 
only  the  expectant  heir  pf  the  body,  were  Defendants.    The  bill     coluxr 
asked  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  might  be  performed,  that  it  might    ^^,^^^88. 
be  declared  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  will  the        — 
Plaintiff,  IF.  OoUier  the  father,  took  an  estate  tail,  that  it  might  be 
declared  that  the  Defendant  Joseph  Collier  was  a  trustee  for  WaHers, 
and  that  there  might  be  a  direction  to  convey.    The  Defendant 
William  CoBier  the  younger  in  his  answer  set  up  the  very  claim  he 
sets  up  now.  He  contested  the  title  of  the  Plaintiff  William  CoUier 
the  elder  as  tenant  in  tail,  insisting  that  he  was  only  tenant  for 
life,  and  he  set  up  the  exact  claim  made  by  this  bill.    Upon  that 
there  was  a  decree.    Now,  according  to  my  view  of  the  case,  the 
Defendant  William  Collier  the  younger  was  entitled  to  say,  ^  I 
ought  to  be  dismissed ;  I  am  only  expectant  heir  of  the  body ;  you 
have  no  right  to  make  me  a  party  at  all.    I  have  nothing  to 
do  with  this  suit.  If  you  can  get  a  decree  against  the  trustee,  that 
will  not  bind  me,  and  ought  not  to  bind  me.    The  Court,  if  it 
thinks  the  matter  very  clear,  may  decide  against  the  expectant 
heirs  in  their  absence ;  it  may  do  that  if  it  thinks  fit,  but  I  will 
not  be  bound.*'    He  did  not  do  so.    A  decree  was  made ;  and  the 
decree  made  by  Yice-Chancellor  Wood  in  1862  was  this : — *'  The 
Ciourt  doth  order  that  the  Defendant  Joseph  Collier  do  convey  all 
the  estate  and  interest  in  the  messuages,  lands,  &c.  comprised  in 
the  will  of  James  Collier,  the  testator  in  the  cause  named,  vested 
in  him  under  the  said  will  to  the  Plaintiff  William  Walters,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  subject^  nevertheless,  to  such  right  or  equity  of 
redemption  as  may  be  subsisting  in  the  said  messuages,  &c.  in  the 
said   William   OoUier,  and  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  indenture  of  the  25th 
of  May,  1840  " — that  is  the  indenture  of  mortgage — *'  and  that 
the  Plaintiffs  do  pay  the  Defendants  their  costs  of  the  suit."    Now 
that  decided  two  things :  first  of  all,  that  Joseph  Collier  had  a  legal 
estate  to  convey,  because  the  Court  ordered  him  to  convey  the 
estate  vested  in  him,  and  of  course  no  Court  would  order  a  man  to 
convey  if  he  had  nothing  in  him ;  and,  secondly,  that  when  the 
conveyance  of  the  legal  estate  was  made,  it  was  first  of  all  for  the 
benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  and,  subject  to  that,  for  the  benefit  of 
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B.       WilUam  CoBier  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  is,  it  decided 

1S78       that  the  equity  of  redemption  or  the  ownership  of  the  estate  was 

Q^i^^     then  vested  in  Willkm  OoBier  the  elder.    To  that  sait  WUliam 

^  ^*         OoBieir  the  younger  was  a  party,  and  he  reoeired  his  oobIb.    He 

—       now  says  that  that  decree  was  erroneous.    I  think  this  answer  is 

conclusive,  viz.  that  whether  it  is  right  or  wrong,  he  is  bound  by 

it^  and  if  he  has  not  appealed,  or  if  now  by  its  inrolment  he  cannot 

appeal,  not  having  any  case  of  fraud  or  surprise,  nor  eren  having 

made  any  attempt  in  this  bill,  although  the  decree  is  prop^Iy 

pleaded,  to  impeach  it^  he  cannot  now  say  that  the  decision  of 

the  Oourt  in  the  case  of  WdUers  v.  OoUier  was  wrong,  and  being 

bound  by  it,  he  is  entirely  deprived  of  any  beneficial  interest  in  tins 

estate. 

I  think  upon  all  these  grounds  the  Plaintiff  has  failed  to  make 
out  his  title,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed,  and,  of  course, 
with  costs. 

Solicitors:  Mr.  Senry  Tyrrell;  Messrs.  Tucker  &  Lake. 


M.  R.       In  re  POOLE  FIREBBIOK  AND  BLUE  CLAY  COMPANY. 

^53^         Company — Voluntary  Windinff-'up'^AcHon  by  Orodiior^Staying  ExeatHon— 
Dee.  18.  I  CosU-^Companiu  Aet,  1862, 1. 138. 

Where,  after  the  commenocment  of  a  volantaiy  winding-tip,  a  creditor 
brings  an  action  and  recovers  judgment  against  the  company,  the  Court  will, 
under  sect.  138  of  the  Companies  Aet^  1862,  stay  executioii  upon  dietereiBof 
the  creditor  being  admitted  to  prove  in  the  winding-up  for  the  amount  of  bis 
debt,  the  costs  of  the  action  at  law,  and  the  costs  of  the  application  to  stay 
execution. 

Jn  re  Keynsham  Company  (1),  In  re  JJfe  Aeaodation  of  Enykaid  (2), 
In  re  Peninsular,  dec.  Banking  Company  (3),  and  Ex  parte  Levick  (4), 
discussed. 

In  March,  1873,  the  Poole  Firebrteh  and  Blue  Clay  Company, 
Limited^  which  had  been  formed  in  1870  nnder  the  Companies  Ads, 
1862  and  1867,  went  into  voluntary  liquidation. 
Under  this  liquidation  Messrs.  Inffram,  Stone,  A  Co.  claimed  to 

(1)  33  Bcav.  123.  (8)  86  Bcav.  280. 

(2)  34  L.  J.  (Gh.)  ^.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  69. 
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be  creditors  of  the  company  to  the  amount  of  £193  ISs.  4d.  for  work 
and  labonr  done,  materials  supplied,  and  goods  sold  and  delivered 
to  the  company  at  their  request  The  daim  was  disputed  by  the 
liquidators,  and  in  October,  1873,  Messrs.  Ingram  it  Go.  gave 
notice  to  the  liquidators  that  unless  they  took  out  a  summons  in 
the  liquidation,  under  sect.  138  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  an  adjudication  on  the  claim,  they  would  bring 
an  action  to  recover  the  amount.  The  liquidators  failed  to  take 
out  a  summons,  and  on  the  llth  of  November,  1873,  Messrs. 
Ingram  &  Co.  brought  their  action  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
The  company  appeared  and  pleaded  never  indebted ;  and  notice  of 
trial  was  given  for  the  London  sittings  of  that  Court,  which  com- 
menced on  the  10th  of  December,  1873. 

On  the  8th  of  December,  1873,  the  liquidators  served  Messrs. 
Ingram  dt  Co.  with  a  notice  of  motion  for  the  llth  of  December, 
to  restrain  them  from  further  prosecuting  their  action  and  to  have 
the  claim  adjudicated  on  in  the  liquidation ;  and  a  motion  was 
made  accordingly  on  the  llth  of  December.  Messrs.  Ingram  dt  Co. 
appeared,  and  objected  that  the  matter  in  dispute  could  be  better 
adjudicated  on  in  the  action  which  was  in  the  paper  for  trial  on 
that  very  day ;  and  the  motion  was  ordered  to  stand  over  for  a 
week. 

On  the  12th  of  December  the  action  came  on  for  trial ;  the 
company  did  not  appear ;  and  Messrs.  Ingram  dt  Co.  obtained  a 
verdict. 
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Mr.  Bacttey  now  renewed  the  motion,  and  asked  that  Messrs. 
Ingram  dt  Co.  might  be  restrained  from  issuing  execution,  the 
liquidators  undertaking  to  admit  them  as  creditors  in  the  winding- 
up  for  the  amount  of  their  judgment  and  costs  at  law  and  costs  of 
this  motion,  citing  In  re  Life  AseooiaHon  of  England  (1)  ;  In  re 
Keyntham  Company  (2) ;   In  re  Penineular,  dto.,  Banking  Com-^ 

my  (3). 

Mr.  Jaeon  Smith,  for  the  creditors : — 

I  submit  that  the  creditors  ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  issue  execu* 
tion  for  the  costs  of  the  action  at  law. 


(1)  34  L.  J.  (Ch.)  64.  (2)  33  Bear.  123. 


(3)  85  Bear.  280. 
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M.  B.  In  Ex  parte  Levieh  (1)  yolnntary  liquidators  brought  an  action 

1873       which  failed,  and  the  Defendants  were  allowed  to  issue  execution 

^[^0       ^^^  ^^  costs.    The  same  thing  ought  to  be  done  here.    Before 

Pools  ^    action  brought  we  oflTered  to  have  the  matter  determined  in  the 

AKD  Blde    winding-up ;  but  the  liquidators  took  no  steps  for  that  purpose. 

Company,    and  we  had  no  power  to  do  so.    Our  only  course  was  to  bring  an 

action.   The  company  defended  that  action  up  to  the  last  moment, 

but,  when  the  cause  came  on  for  trial,  did  not  appear.  That  shews 

that  the  defence  was  not  hona  fide.    A  company  in  liquidation 

ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  defend  an  action  so  as  to  occasion  a 

much  greater  amount  of  costs  to  the  creditor  than  would  have  been 

incurred  in  the  winding-up,  and  then  throw  the  whole  of  the  entire 

costs  on  the  creditor  who  has  succeeded. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^What  yon  complain  of  is  really 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  liquidators,  which  ought  to  be 
answered  by  them  personally ;  but  have  I  any  jurisdiction  to 
compel  them  to  make  good  the  loss  they  Jiave  occasioned?] 

The  action  was  defended  in  the  name  of  the  company,  and  it  is 
to  the  company  that  we  must  look.  If  the  liquidators,  by  their 
misconduct,  have  caused  loss,  they  will  be  answerable  to  the  con- 
tributories  in  the  winding-up. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

This  case  has  been  extremely  well  argued  by  Mr.  Jason  SmUk, 
and  if  there  were  no  authority  on  the  subject  I  should  not  only 
call  on  the  other  side,  but  take  time  to  consider  what  rule  ought 
to  be  adopted  by  the  (Jourt  in  such  cases.  There  are,  however, 
three  decisions  of  Lord  BamiUy^  all  of  which  are  in  point  as  regards 
principle,  and  in  the  last  of  these  the  £acts  are  very  nearly  those  of 
the  present  case.  It  is  true  there  is  a  decision  of  Vice-chancellor 
Stuart  which  seems  to  be  at  variance  with  the  cases  to  which  I 
have  referred,  but  in  it  the  circumstances  were  quite  different,  and 
I  do  not  think  it  is  really  in  opposition  to  the  principle  which  has 
been  laid  down. 

The  first  case  was  that  of  In  re  Keyneham  Company  (2),  decided  in 
^  1863.    There  the  creditor  had  begun  his  action  before  the  oom- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  5  Eq.  69.  (2)  33  Beav.  123. 
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mencement  of  the  winding-up ;  the  liquidators  applied  to  the  Court       H.  B. 
to  stay  the  action,  and  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  granted  an  injuno-       1S73 
tioD,  and  said  that  he  thought  the  practice  was  analogous  to  the       ^^ 
staying  of  actions  after  a  decree  for  administration,  and  that  the  ^  vi^^''^ 
creditor  ought  to  have  his  costs  down  to  the  time  when  he  had    amp  Blct 
notice  of  the  winding-up,  such  costs  to  be  added  to  his  debt  CkmvAxr. 

The  next  case  is  that  of  In  re  Life  Association  of  England  (1), 
decided  in  1864.  There,  also,  the  creditor  commenced  his  action 
before  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up ;  and  upon  an  applica- 
tion for  an  injunction  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  says  this :  *'  There  is 
clearly  an  analogy  between  this  and  a  suit  for  administration.  If  the 
executor  does  not  admit  assets,  the  costs  of  the  creditor  can  only  be 
added  to  his  debt ;  but  if  assets  are  admitted,  and  the  debt  not 
disputed,  the  creditor's  costs  would  at  once  be  paid.  In  this  case 
I  can  only  grant  the  application  on  condition,  first,  that  Mr.  WhUty 
(the  creditor)  be  allowed  to  see  the  proceedings  on  the  winding-up, 
and,  secondly,  to  prove  for  his  debt,  which  must  include  the  .costs 
of  the  action  at  law  as  well  as  the  costs  of  this  motion.  If  the 
action  had  been  commenced  after  notice  of  the  resolution  to  wind 
up,  I  should  certainly  not  have  allowed  the  costs."  In  that  case 
the  attention  of  his  Lordship  does  not  appear  to  have  been  called 
to  the  difference  between  a  liquidation  by  the  Court  and  a  purely 
voluntary  liquidation,  under  which  a  creditor  has  no  means  of 
coming  in  and  establishing  his  claim ;  so  that  perhaps  it  may  be 
considered  that  the  last  part  of  the  judgment  cannot  be  &irly  used 
as  an  authority.  But  then  came  the  third  case,  tn  re  Peninsular,  dte,. 
Banking  Company  (2).  There,  in  January,  1866,  after  the  winding- 
up  commenced,  an  action  was  brought  by  a  creditor  on  bills  of  ex- 
change, and  on  the  16th  of  February  the  creditor  would  have  been  i 
entitled  to  sign  judgment.  On  the  15th  of  February  a  motion  was 
made  to  stay  proceedings.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  said :  '*  I  will 
stay  execution  only,  and  the  creditor  can  come  in  imder  the  wind- 
ing-upb  He  can  add  his  costs  to  his  debt ;  I  cannot  make  him  pay 
costs."  The  creditor  was  represented  by  eminent  counsel,  and  the 
attention  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  must  have  been  called  to  the 
distinction  between  a  compulsory  and  voluntary  winding-up,  and  it 
could  hardly  have  been  disputed  that  the  creditor  had  notice  of 

(1)  31  L.  J.  (Ch.)  64.  (2)  35  Beav.  280. 
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the  winding-up;  at  all  events  the  decision  was  that  the  costs 
were  to  be  added  to  the  debt. 

Then  the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Levick  (1)  is  said  to  be  contrary 
to  these.  There  the  action  was  brought  by  the  liquidators,  after 
the  commencement  of  the  winding-up,  and,  I  presume,  in  the  name 
of  the  company.  The  action  was  unsuccessful,  and  the  Defendants 
became  entitled  to  recover  their  costs  from  the  Plaintiffs ;  but  they 
were  not  creditors  except  in  that  sense.  The  Vice-Ohancellar 
Stuart  held  that  the  Act  did  not  apply,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not 
creditors  at  the  commencement  of  the  winding-up;  if  they  had 
been  creditors  at  that  time,  I  presume  he  would  have  followed  the 
decisions  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 

I  think  in  the  present  case  I  must  follow  those  decisions,  which 
appear  to  me  to  have  established  the  practice;  and  indeed  I 
do  not  see  how  any  other  rule  could  be  laid  down  in  a  case  where 
the  dispute  is  a  honafde  one,  and  the  validity  of  the  claim  is  to  be 
tested.  On  the  one  hand  I  do  not  see  how  the  liquidators  are  to 
be  blamed  for  resisting  an  action,  for  the  Act  does  not  bind  them 
to  submit  to  have  the  matter  decided  in  Chambers ;  nor,  on  the 
other  hand,  is  the  creditor  to  be  blamed,  for  he  has  no  heua  standi 
such  as  to  enable  him  to  have  the  question  decided  in  the  winding- 
up ;  and,  besides,  there  are  many  questions  which  can  be  much 
better  tried  by  a  Court  of  Law  than  in  Chambers. 

I  cannot  allow  execution  to  issue  for  this  debt^  for  all  the  credi- 
tors must  be  paid  pari  passu*  It  is  said  I  ought  to  allow  execa- 
tion  to  issue  for  the  costs,  but  the  costs  are  a  mere  appendage  to 
the  debt,  and  ought  to  be  added  to  the  debt  itself.  I  cannot  see,  on 
principle,  how  any  other  rule  is  to  be  established.  It  might  be 
better  if  the  creditor  had  a  right  to  take  out  a  summons  as  well  as 
the  liquidator ;  but  that  is  a  matter  for  the  Legislature  to  consider. 
All  I  can  do  is  to  direct  that  these  creditors  be  admitted  to  prore 
for  the  debt^  the  costs  of  the  action,  and  the  costs  of  these  pro- 
ceedings. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  BandaU  dt  Angier  ;  Mr.  Plwikd. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  69. 
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In  re  TAHITI  COTTON  COMPANY.  m.  r. 

Ex  parte  SARGENT.  ^^^ 


Company — Pledge  of  Shared — Blank  Transfer — Power  of  FUdgte-^Tramfer  hy        

Indrument  in  WrUing-^Cu$iomqf  Company^^Rectifying  BegiUer — Juri^-         ^^* 
diction — Companies  Act^  1862.  j^^  yj  2ff^ 

Where  a  person  claiming  shares  under  a  legal  title  applies  under  sect.  35 
of  the  Companies  Act^  1862,  to  have  the  roister  of  a  company  rectified,  the 
Oourt  has  jurisdiction  to  decide  a  question  of  title  hetween  him  and  another  * 
person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  shares,  but  has  no  jurisdiction  to  order 
costs  to  be  paid  by  such  third  party.  Nor  (stmUe)  has  the  Court  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  under  that  section  where  the  title  of  the  applicant  is 
€quitable  only. 

Where  the  owner  of  shares  borrows  money  and  deposits  with  the  lender 
oertificates  of  his  shares,  and  also  transfers  thereof  signed  by  him,  but  with 
the  date  and  name  of  the  transferee  left  blank,  the  lender  has  implied  power 
to  fill  up  the  blanks,  and  the  transfers  will  pass  the  legal  interest  if  the 
articles  of  association  do  not  require  a  deed ;  otherwise  only  an  equitable 
interest. 

Where  the  articles  of  association  of  a  company  permit  a  transfer  of  shares 
to  be  made  by  **  instrument  in  writing,"  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  transfer 
ahould  be  by  deed,  even  although  the  uniform  practice  of  the  company 
may  have  been  to  require  one. 

Marino^s  Case  (1)  discussed. 

Upon  the  occasion  of  a  loan  being  made  by  CioF.f  the  chairman  of  the 
T.  Company^  F,  deposited  with  C,  shares  in  various  companies  (including 
4ome  in  the  21  Company')^  and  transfers  thereof,  with  the  date  and  the  name  of 
the  transferee  left  blank.  C.  afterwards  deposited  the  shares  in  the  T,  Com* 
pany^  and  the  transfers  thereof,  with  8,  by  way  of  security  for  a  debt.  Sub- 
^sequently  F.^  being  about  to  pay  o£f  his  loan,  was  informed  by  C  that  he 
had  pledged  the  T,  shares,  but  did  not  insist  on  the  share  certificates  and 
transfers  being  delivered  up  before  payment  was  made.  8,  afterwards  filled 
up  the  blanks  in  the  transfers,  and  sent  them  to  the  company  for  regis- 
tration ;  but  the  company  having  received  notice  from  F,  that  he  disputed 
the  validity  of  the  transfers,  refused  to  register  them.  8.  applied  to  the 
Oourt  under  sect.  35  of  the  Companies  Actj  1862,  to  rectify  the  register  by 
inserting  the  name  of  ;8!.  for  that  of  F,  The  articles  of  association  of  the 
company  permitted  transfers  to  be  made  by  instrument  in  writingi  but  the 
company  had  always  required  transfers  to  be  by  deed  :^- 

Edd^  that  the  transfers,  although  not  good  as  deeds,  were  valid  instru- 
ments in  writing  within  the  meaning  of  the  articles  of  association,  and  con- 
ferred on  8,  a  good  title  to  the  shares  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity ;  that  8,  was 


(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Gh.  596. 
Z2 
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entitled  to  have  his  name  on  the  register ;  that  the  Conrt  had  juriadictioD 
to  decide  the  question  of  title  between  8.  and  F.  (who  had  been  serred), 
but  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  F,  to  pay  the  costs ;  and  that  thecompaoy, 
having  chosen  to  side  with  their  chairman,  who  was  in  the  wrong,  most 
pay  the  costs  of  the  a^yplication. 

IhIS  was  a  summons  on  behalf  of  ThomoB  Sarffeni,  askbg^ 
that  the  register  of  members  of  the  Tahiti  Cotton  and  Coffee  Plan- 
iaJtum  Comjpany,  Limited^  might  be  rectified  by  inserting  the  name 
of  Thomas  Bargent^  as  the  holder  of  shares  numbered  46  to  120  and 
15,826  to  169862  inclusive,  in  the  place  of  Joseph  Fry,  chairman 
of  the  company,  in  whose  name  the  shares  were  standing;  and 
that  the  company  and  Fry^  or  one  of  them,  might  pay  the  costs  of 
the  application. 

The  company  was  registered  under  the  Oompanies  Act,  1862, 
with  articles  of  association,  of  which  the  following  are  the  material 
clauses : — 

^  7.  No  person  shall,  as  against  this  company,  be  deemed  or  be  a 
shareholder  in  respect  of  any  share  unless  he  or  she  shall  have 
complied  with  all  the  requirements  of  these  articles  in  that  behalf^ 
and  shall  have  accepted  such  shares  and  testified  such  acceptance 
by  writing  under  his  or  her  hand  in  such  form  as  the  company 
may  from  time  to  time  direct,  and  shall  have  delivered  such  ac- 
ceptance duly  executed  by  him  or  her  to  the  company  by  leaving 
the  same  at  the  offices  of  the  company,  to  be  entered  in  its  books 
and  filed  in  the  company's  office." 

'*  28.  The  instrument  of  transfer  shall  be  presented  to  the  com- 
pany, accompanied  with  an  acceptance  in  writing  by  the  transferee 
of  the  share  or  shares  transferred  to  him  or  her,  and  also  with  snob 
other  evidence  and  documents  as  the  directors  may  require  to  prove 
the  transferor's  title,  and  thereupon  and  upon  payment  to  the 
company  of  the  transfer  fee  of  28.  6d.  for  each  transfer,  it  shall 
register  the  transferee  as  a  shareholder. 

*^  29.  The  company  may  refuse  to  register  the  transfer  of  any 
share  made  by  a  shareholder  who  is  indebted  to  it  either  for  caUs  or 
on  any  other  account  whatsoever,  and  the  company  shall  have  a 
lien  upon  all  the  shares  of  any  such  transferring  shareholder  for 
any  sum  of  money  in  which  he  or  she  may  be  indebted  to  it  as 
aforesaid." 
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The  present  application  was  made  as  the  result  of  certain  BLB. 

dealings  which  had  takea  place  ia  regard  to  the  shares  between  i^ 

Saraent,  Fry^  and  one  Biehard  Oomish  Cannon^  a-  share  broker.  in  re 

The  precise  nature  of  these  dealings  was  a  matter  in  dispute  cc^Tco. 

between  the  parties  and  formed  the  subject  of  conflicting  evidence,  ;  Exparu 

Sabgent 

but  the  facts  relied  on  by  the  Oourt  in  giving  judgment  were  to        

the  following  effect : — 

In  Hay,  1870,  Fry  borrowed  two  sums  amounting  to  £450  of 
Cannon,  and  on  the  occasions  of  such  loans  deposited  with  him  by 
way  of  security  the  certificates  of  certain  shares  in  various  com- 
panies, including  those  now  in  question ;  and  he  also  deposited 
transfers  of  these  shares  signed  by  him,  but  with  the  name  of  the 
transferee  and  the  date  in  blank. 

About  the  same  time,  or  shortly  afterwards,  0<innan  became 
indebted  to  Saryeni  in  upwards  of  £500,  and  deposited  with  him 
by  way  of  security  the  certificates  of  the  shares  in  question,  and 
the  blank  transfers  thereof. 

Between  1870  and  the  end  of  1872  various  transactions,  which 
it  is  unnecessary  to  state  in  detail,  took  place  between  Fry  and 
Cannon,  and  Cannon  and  Sargent, 

In  December,  1872,  Fry  was  desirous  of  paying  off  the  loan 
made  to  him  by  Ca/nnon,  principally  with  the  view  of  recovering 
possession  of  certain  shares  of  considerable  value  in  another  com- 
pany.  Accordingly,  he  applied  to  CSsmnon,  who  said  that  he  was 
ready  to  deliver  up  all  the  securities  held  by  him,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  certificates  and  blank  transfers  of  the  shares  now  in 
question ;  and  as  to  these,  that  he  was  unable  to  comply  with  Fry^s 
request,  in  consequence  of  his  having  pledged  the  documents  with 
Sargent,  Fry  remonstrated  with  Cawnon,  but  paid  off  the  loan 
without  requiring  delivery  of  the  certificates  and  transfers,  in  the 
hope,  as  he  stated  in  evidence,  that  some  arrangement  would  be 
come  to.  Accordingly,  attempts  wore  made  by  Cawnon  to  effect 
some  arrangement  with  Sargent,  but  without  result ;  and  Sa/rgenl 
filled  up  the  transfers  with  his  own  name  as  transferee,  and  pro- 
cured them  to  be  stamped,  and  sent  them  to  the  company  for  regis- 
tration in  Hay,  1878.  « 

Some  delay  took  place  in  registering  the  transfers,  of  which  J^ 
took  advantage  by  attempting  to  induce  Sargent  not  to  insist  on 
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BL  K.       registration.     On  the  5th  of  June,  1873,  an  interriew  took  place 

1873-4      betiTFeen  Fry,  Cannon,  and  Sargeniy  at  which  Sargent  insisted  on 

^^^       his  right  to  register  the  transfers,  and  Fry  thereupon  stated  to  the 

'^'^"^Ti      effect  that  if  Sargent  would  insist  on  regist^ing  them  he  could  do 

Ez  parte     ^  ^  ^®  liked.    Fry  also,  on  the  10th  of  June,  1878,  wrote  to  Sot- 

Saboent.    g^  2k  letter  containing  a  similar  intimation ;  but  notwithstanding 

all  this  he  afterwards  gave  notice  to  the  company  that  he  disputed 

the  validity  of  the  transfers,  and  the  company  refused  to  register 

them. 

The  present  summons  was  originally  taken  out  on  the  12th  of 
September,  1873,  against  the  company  only.  It  was  adjourned 
into  Courts  and  upon  its  coming  into  the  paper  leave  was  given  to 
amend  it  and  serve  the  amended  summons  on  JFVy,  and  this  was 
done  accordingly. 

Evidence  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  company  that  it  was  the 
custom  of  the  company  to  allow  transfers  of  shares  to  be  made  by 
deed  only. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Stoeh^  for  Sargent : — 

We  do  not  contend  that  these  transfers  are  valid  as  deeds,  but 
we  say  that  they  are  evidence  of  a  contract  to  transfer  these 
shares,  by  virtue  of  which  Sargent  is  equitably  entitled  to  them ; 
and  he  may  therefore  apply  under  sect.  35  of  the  Comjfanies  Ady 
1862,  to  have  the  register  rectified  by  the  insertion  of  his  name: 
Ward  and  Henry*s  Com  (1) ;  Ward  and  Qarf£z  Case  (2). 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^In  Ward  and  Benr^n  Case  the 
Lords  Justices  differed  in  their  opinion  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  conferred  by  the  35th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad, 
1862,  and  the  question  there  raised  has  not  been  finally  decided. 
Speaking  for  myself,  I  prefer  the  view  adopted  by  Lord  Oaims 
to  that  taken  by  the  Lord  Justice  Turner.  I  think  that  I  have 
no  jurisdiction  under  that  section  to  decree  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  to  transfer  shares,  and  that  is  what  you  are  now 
asking  me  to  do.  I  think  the  words  authorizing  the  Court  to 
direct  the  applicant  or  the  company  to  pay  the  costs  must  be 
taken  to  restrict  the  general  expressions  in  the  latter  part  of  the 
clause,  so  as  not  to  include  the  decision  of  equitable  questions  of 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  431.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  189. 
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title  arising  between  the  applicant  and  third  parties,  and  that  M.B. 
the  applicant  must  shew  a  legal  title  to  the  shares  in  order  to  18784 
entitle  himself  to  an  order  nnder  that  section.]  jn  rt 

Tahiti 

Then  we  submit  that  these  transfers  confer  a  good  legal  title  on  Cotton  Co. 
Sargent.    The  articles  of  association  do  not  require  transfers  to  be     ^^  P^^ 

^  ^  Sargemt. 

made  by  deed  ;  all  that  they  require  is,  that  they  be  by  instru-       

ment  in  writing,  and  be  accompanied  by  acceptance  in  writing 
on  the  part  of  the  transferee.  These  transfers  fulfil  these  con- 
ditions. It  must  be  taken  that  Fry  authorized  the  blanks  in  the 
transfers  to  be  filled, up  by  Cannon.  The  blanks  have  been  filled 
up  with  the  name  of  Sargent,  who  for  this  purpose  was  Cannon*e 
nominee ;  and  consequently  the  transfers  are  valid  instruments  in 
writing  within  the  meaning  of  the  articles  of  association. 

Mr.  SouihgaUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Crachnally  for  the  company : — 

In  order  to  entitle  himself  to  an  order  under  the  35th  section, 
the  applicant  must  shew  that  his  name  has  been  omitted  without 
sufficient  cause.  Here  JFVy,  the  transferor,  gave  notice  to  the 
company  that  he  disputed  the  validity  of  the  transfer.  The 
company  have  merely  a  ministerial  duty  to  perform ;  they  cannot 
decide  the  question  between  Fry  and  Sargent  for  themselves ;  and 
the  Goiixt  ought  to  direct  the  applicant  to  institute  a  suit  in  order 
that  the  question  may  be  tried  between  the  parties  who  are  really 
interested :  Ex  parte  Parker  (1).  This  would  be  no  hardship  on 
Sargent ;  for  a  person  who  takes  a  blank  transfer  is  not  entitled 
to  put  the  company  in  such  a  position  as  to  require  it  to  decide 
between  two  contending  parties,  and  ultimately  to  side  with  one 
of  them. 

But  we  further  say  that  the  transfers  are  not  such  as  the  com- 
pany was  legally  bound  to  act  upon.  They  are  not  deeds :  Hiblle- 
white  V.  M^Morine  (2)  ;  Swan  v.  North  British  Atistralaeian  Com- 
fany  (3).  Although  the  articles  of  the  company  do  not  expressly 
require  transfers  to  be  by  deed,  the  practice  of  the  company  has 
always  been  to  require  a  deed ;  and  under  these  circumstances 
the  applicant  cannot  rely  on  these  transfers :  Marino's  Case  (4). 

Hr.  Fry,  in  reply^  on  the  question  whether,  having  r^;ard  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  685.  (3)  7  H.  &  N.  603. 

(2)  6  M.  &  W.  200.  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  696. 
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M.  B.       the  practice  of  the  company^  the  tianfifers  ought  not  to  have  been 
1878-4      by  deed : — 

jn  re  The  articles  of  association  in  this  case  expressly  permit  the 

•  CoTi^'oa  transfer  to  be  by  instrument  in  writing ;  how  can  that  be  altered 
Ex  parte  by  custom  ?  In  Marines  Case  (1)  the  articles  were  silent  as  to  the 
mode  of  transfer,  and  you  had  to  look  to  the  custom  to*  see  what 
mode  of  transfer  the  company  had  sanctioned.  In  truth,  however, 
that  case  was  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  transferee  had  not 
accepted  the  transfer  in  writing. 

The  ittASTEB  OF  THE  BoLLS : — Although  there  are  some  expres- 
sions in.  the  judgment  of  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Marino* s  Cast 
which  would  seem  to  favour  the  view  put  forth  on  behalf  of  the 
company,  I  doubt  whether  they  go  to  the  full  extent  contended  for. 
I  do  not  think  the  Lord  Justice  meant  to  do  more  than  express 
his  assent  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Giffardy  who  relied  on  the  fact 
that  the  transfer  had  not  been  executed  by  the  transferee.  At  aH 
events,  I  think  I  am  not  bound  by  that  case  to  decide  that  in  this 
company  transfers  must  necessarily  be  by  deed.  I  must^  therefore, 
hear  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Fry. 

Sir  fi.  BaffffoUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Shebbeare^  for  Fry : — 

The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  order  as  is  here 
asked  for.  Under  the  35th  section  the  Court  can  only  decide  as 
between  a  person  claiming  to  be  registered  and  the  company; 
the  Court  has  merely  a  ministerial  duty  to  perform :  Ex  pofU 
Ward  (2),  and  cannot  try  a  question  between  rival  claimants. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^The  Act  empowers  the  Court  to 
decide  any  question  relating  to  the  title  of  any  person  who  is  a 
party  to  the  application,  *'  whether  such  question  arises  between 
two  or  more  members  or  alleged  members,  or  between  any 
members  or  alleged  members  and  the  company."] 

Even  if  the  Court  has  jurisdiction,  it  ought  not  to  exercise  it  in 
a  case  of  this  nature,  but  should  direct  a  bill  to  be  filed :  Ward 
and  Heniy's  Case  (3) ;  Beese  Biver  Silver  Mining  Company  r. 
8fni(k  (4) ;  Simpson^s  Case  (5).    We  must  admit,  as  regards  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  596.  (3)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  431. 

(2)  Ibid.  3  £z.  180.  (4)  Ibid.  4  H.  L.  64. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  9  Eq.  91. 
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kciB,  that  Fty  knew,  when  ho  paid  off  Cannon,  that  the  latter  had 
pledged  these  shares,  and,  consequently,  that  he  may  in  Equity  be 
answerable  for  all  that  results  from  his  having  permitted  the 
shares  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  pledgee  after  Cannon  had 
been  paid ;  but  we  submit  that  these  circumstances  do  not  justify 
the  making  of  an  order  such  as  is  now  sought 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M Jt. : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must  make  the  order  asked  for.  The 
case  is  an  unfortunate  one,  undoubtedly,  for  Mr.  Joseph  Fry  ;  but 
the  facts  really  are  very  plain  indeed.  Mr.  Fry  borrows  what  I 
vrill  call  for  shortness'  sake  £450  of  a  Mr.  Cannon^  a  share  broker. 
He  deposits  with  him  as  security  the  transfers  of  certain  shares 
not  quite  filled  up,  that  is,  there  was  no  date  to  them,  and  there 
was  no  name  of  the  transferee ;  they  were  wliat  are  commonly 
called  blank  transfers.  The  deposits  were  made  on  two  different 
occasions  as  a  security.  He  hands  to  him  also  certificates  of 
shares.  I  have  no  doubt  that  without  express  words  Mr.  Comnon 
was  authorized,  and  was  intended  to  be  authorized,  by  Mr.  Fry,  if 
necessary,  to  fill  up  the  blanks,  and  get  the  shares  registered.  The 
object  and  meaning  of  the  whole  transaction  was,  that  if  the  money 
was  not  paid,  Mr.  CtMnon  should  do  this.  Mr.  Cannon,  like  every 
other  mortgagee,  had  a  right  to  re-borrow,  and  to  transfer  his 
security.  He  did  re-borrow  of  a  Mr.  Sargent,  and  transferred  the 
security  to  him.  It  seems  that  with  the  shares  in  this  company 
there  were  other  shares  of  greater  yalue  pledged.  In  December, 
1872,  (I  pass  over  some  transactions  which  had  taken  place  in  the 
interval)  Mr.  Fry  was  minded  to  redeem  his  shares  from  Mr.  Can- 
non. He  goes  to  Mr.  Cannon,  settles  the  amount  due  to  him 
(which  they  agreed  at  £500),  and  says,  '*  Now  I  will  pay  you  off; 
give  me  back  my  shares.  The  result  is  that  £500  is  due  to  you ; 
1  will  pay  you  the  £500."  Mr.  Cannon  told  Mr.  Fry  that  he  had 
pledged  the  shares,  that  he  was  unable  to  get  them  back  for  the 
£500,  and  thereupon  Mr.  Fry  remonstrated  with  him  for  having 
pledged  the  shares  and  put  them  in  a  position  in  which  he  could 
not  disturb  them.  He  not  only  paid  him  the  £500,  but  £50  more 
to  help  him  to  get  them  back*  He  got  back  frcxoi  him  certain 
other  shares  which  were  of  greater  value ;  but  as  to  the  shares  in 
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H.  B.       ii^Q  company,  although  he  knew  that  Mr.  Cannon  had  pledged 
I  1^^        them,  he  chose,  either  out  of  kindness  to  an  old  acquaintance,  or 


In  re       because  he  could  not  help  himself,  to  postpone  getting  them  back 

Cotton  Co.    till  Mr.  Cannon  could  arrange  it.    Mr.  Cannon  could  not  arraoge 

ExparUi     if,  and  Mr.  Sargent,  who  had  never  been  paid  by  Mr.  Cawaon, 

' '     thereupon  did  what  I  consider  Mr.  Fry  might  know  the  holder  of 

the  transfers  would  do  if  he  were  not  paid,  filled  up  the  transfers 
with^tbe  name  of  the  transferee  and  the  date,  got  them  stamped, 
and  took  them  to  the  company  to  be  registered.  So  far  eyery  thing 
is  very  plain.  When  they  came  to  the  company  for  registration, 
it  turned  out  that  Mr.  Fry  was  chairman  of  the  board  of  directors, 
and  in  that  position  had  a  commanding  influence  with  the  company. 
Though  he  knew  the  facta  I  have  stated,  he  chose  to  intervene  and 
call  upon  the  company  not  to  register.  He  saw  Mr.  Sargent,  and 
wrote  a  letter  to  him,  using  words  to  the  effect  that,  if  he  would 
insist  on  registering  the  transfers,  he  might  do  so.  Notwithstand- 
ing all  this,  without  offering  to  pay  Mr.  Sargent,  whom  he  must 
have  known  he  was  liable  to  pay  in  order  to  redeem  the  shares^ 
he  insisted  upon  the  company  not  registering  them.  Under  these 
circumstances,  if  I  could  make  Mr.  Fry  pay  the  costs  I  would, 
because  I  think  that  he,  knowing  all  this,  as  a  man  of  businees, 
ought  to  have  gone  to  Mr.  Sargent  and  paid  him,  and  redeemed 
the  shares.  However,  he  took  the  other  course,  and  thereupon 
the  company,  acting  without  full  knowledge  of  the  facts  no  doubt, 
but  acting  on  Mr.  Fry^s  representation  that  he  had  not  given 
authority  to  have  these  transfers  filled  up,  refused  to  register  the 
transfers ;  and  thereupon  this  summons  is  taken  out. 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  there  can  be  no  question  that  these 
transfers  were  not  valid  as  deeds ;  but  then  no  deed  is  required 
by  the  articles  of  association  of  the  company.  As  I  have  already 
said,  I  hold  there  was  authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  oyer  the 
signature  of  Mr.  IVy,  and  therefore  they  were  validly  signed,  and 
I  think  ought  to  have  been  registered.  I  next  come  to  the  di£Scalt 
subject  of  costs.  If  my  hands  were  not  tied  by  the  section  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament,  as  I  said  before,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
making  Mr.  Fry  pay  the  costs,  as  Mr.  Fry  was  in  fault  in  not  re* 
deeming  the  shares.  Mr.  Sargent  was  not  in  fault.  Mr.  Fry 
chose  to  trust  Mr.  Cannon,  or,  as  he  said  very  fairly,  was  compelled 
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to  trust  him,  in  order  to  get  back  the  other  valaable  shares  which  M.  E. 
he  had  pledged  with  him.  That  being  so,  Mr.  Sargent  does  not  1874 
moTO  against  Mr.  Fry,  but  he  moves  against  the  company^  and  j^  „ 
gives  notice  to  Mr.  Fry.  The  Act  of  Parliament  provides  that  c^^^^o 
the  Court  may  either  refuse  the  application  with  or  without  costs  Eaparu 
to  be  paid  by  the  applicant,  or  it  may,  if  satisfied  of  the  justice  of 
the  case^  make  an  order  for  rectification  of  the  register,  and  may 
direct  the  company  to  pay  all  the  costs  of  the  application^  and 
any  damages  the  party  aggrieved  may  have  sustained.  Upon  that 
I  adopt  entirely  what  was  said  by  Mr.  Baron  ChanneU  in  Ex  parte 
Ward  (1).  He  said,  speaking  of  the  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices 
in  Ward  and  Henry's  Case  (2),  "  The  true  effect  of  the  words  used 
hj  the  Lords  Justices  is,  that  if  the  applicant  shews  a  clear  right  to 
have  his  name  put  on  or  taken  off  the  register,  then  as  the  result 
of  determiniog  this  question  the  Court  will  ministerially  exercise 
the  power  of  rectifying  the  register ;  but  the  right  must  first  be 
established."  That  means  that  it  must  be  established  to  the  Court's 
satisfaction,  namely,  the  Court  to  which  the  application  is  made. 
In  this  case  the  right  is  not  only  established  to  my  satisfaction, 
but  I  think  it  has  been  most  fairly  and  honestly  and  candidly  put 
by  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Fry,  who  say  that  they  cannot  contest  the 
equitable  right  of  Mr.  Sargent  (and  I  hold  that  this  admission 
covers  his  legal  right  also)  to  have  the  shares  transferred  to  him. 
Now  that  being  so,  what  am  I  to  do  with  the  costs  ?  I  cannot 
make  the  right  person  pay  them,  for  that  would  be  Mr.  Joseph  Fry, 
whose  interference  has  caused  the  application.  I  consider,  under 
the  words  of  that  section,  that  I  have  no  power  to  do  so.  I  cannot 
make  the  applicant  pay  them,  he  has  been  right  throughout.  The 
only  question  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether  I  can  make  the  com- 
pany pay  them.  Now  of  course  the  company  has  a  right  to  say 
that,  having  had  this  notice  from  Mr.  Fry,  the  directors  were,  as  pru* 
dent  people,  entitled  to  hold  their  hands  until  the  question  should 
be  judicially  determined ;  and  if  tliat  had  been  the  answer,  or  if 
they  had  applied  to  Mr.  Fry  to  indenmify  them,  or  done  anything 
of  that  sort,  I  do  not  think  there  could  have  been  any  pretence  for 
asking  them  to  pay  costs.    But  what  they  did  was  this :  they  took 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  184.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  431, 
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M.  R.  Mr.  Fry'B  representatioD^  and,  without  more,  absolately  refhsed  to 
I       1874       register.     Now  the  question  that  I  really  have  to  decide  is  this— 

]^  Was  Mr.  SargenPs  name  omitted  from  the  register  without  soffident 
CoTTo"c  ^^^^  ^  I®  ^*  sufficient  cause  that  somebody  whose  name  is  on  the 
Ezparu  register  gives  notice  to  the  company  that  the  transfer  is  not  valid, 
Sabgent.  ^Jjq  transfer  being  valid  in  form  ?  I  cannot  hold  that  to  be  sufficient 
cause,  because  it  would  come  to  this,  that  anybody  giving  notice 
would  stop  a  transfer.  Then  is  it  sufficient  cause  if  the  person  vho 
gives  the  notice  turns  out  to  be  wrong  ?  The  company  took  no 
step  to  ascertain  who  was  in  the  right,  but  simply  refused  to 
register,  and  stood  on  that  refusal ;  in  fact,  it  sided  with  Mr.  iVy, 
its  chairman.  Can  I  say  that  a  company  which  chooses  to  refuse 
a  transfer  because  the  chairman  says  it  is  wrong,  when  it  is  right, 
is  not  to  bear  the  costs  resulting  from  that  refusal,  although  it 
chose  to  act  without  getting  an  indemnity  for  those  costs  over  and 
against  Mr.  Fry  ?  I  do  not  think  so.  Although  I  should  have  been 
better  pleased,  if  I  had  had  jurisdiction,  to  order  Mr.  Fry  to  paj 
the  costs,  still  I  think  the  company  has  not  been  neutral  in  this 
transaction.  I  think  that  it  has  sided  with  Mr.  Fry^  and  that  if 
Mr.  Fry  had  not  been  chairman  the  same  action  that  the  company 
has  taken  would  not  have  been  taken.  Therefore,  on  the  whole,  I 
think  that  the  applicant  succeeding  in  his  application  ought  to  have 
his  costs,  and  ought  to  have  them  against  the  company. 

Solicitors:   Messrs.  Exmcoekj   Sharp,  &  Holes;  Mr.  Byfidd; 
Mr.  W.  Foster. 
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In  re  MAEQUIS  OP  ANGLESEY'S  ESTATE.  M.  r, 

PAGET  V.  ANGLESEY.  W4 

[1869    A.    72.] 

Tefiant/or  Ltfe  and  Bemainderman — ApporHonment  of  Bent—Qrant  <f  JRenU 
charg&^Mofiffagor  <md  Mcrtgagee—Aanffn  qf  Tenant  for  Life — i  dt  5 
Wia.  4^  c.  22, 8.  2. 

A  mortgagee  who  is  not  in  poBseasion  is  not  an  assign  of  the  mortgagor 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Ajiportionmeni  Act  (4  &  6  WilL  4,  c  22\  ^  2. 

M.y  the  tenant  for  life  of  real  estate,  granted  to  W,^  in  consideration  of  an  an- 
tecedent debt  of  £6000,  a  yearly  rent-charge  of  £960,  to  be  issuing  out  of  the 
estate  for  a  term  of  100  yeais,  if  M,  should  so  long  live,  with  powers  of  entry 
and  distrass  in  the  event  of  the  lent-charge  falling  into  arrear ;  and  Jf.  also 
demised  the  estate  for  a  term  of  200  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  to  a 
trustee  upon  trust  for  the  better  securing  the  rent-charge.  M,  died  when  the 
rent-charge  was  in  arrear,  but  before  TT.  or  the  trustee  had  entered  on  the 
estate  :— 

Held^  that  W.  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid  the  arrears  of  the  rent-charge 
out  of  the  apportioned  part  of  the  rents  for  the  period  which  elapsed 
between  the  quarter-day  last  preceding  If.'s  death  and  the  day  on  which  he 
died. 

Petition. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  7th  of  January,  1864,  and  made 
between  Henry  late  Marquis  of  Anglesey  of  the  first  part,  WiUiam 
WaikinSj  the  Petitioner,  of  the  second  part,  and  Charles  Baker  of 
the  third  part,  after  a  recital  (amongst  others)  to  the  effect  that 
the  Marquis  was  indebted  to  the  Petitioner  in  a  sum  of  £6000  on 
certain  securities  therein  referred  to,  and  had  agreed  to  sell  to 
W.  WaOdnB,  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  £6000,  and  his 
delivering  up  the  securities,  an  annuity  of  £960,  to  be  secured  and 
paid  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that  the  Marquis 
granted  unto  the  Petitioner  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of 
£960,  to  be  charged  upon  and  issuing  out  of  certain  hereditaments 
of  which  the  Marquis  was  tenant  for  life,  and  also  upon  and  out  of 
the  reversions  and  remainders,  yearly  and  other  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  of  the  same  hereditaments,  to  receive  and  take  the  said 
annuity  unto  the  Petitioner  for  the  term  of  100  years  thenceforth 
next  ensuing,  if  the  Marquis  should  so  long  live,  the  annuity  to  be 
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M.  R.  payable  and  paid  by  four  equal  quarterly  instalments  on  the  Tth 
1K74  of  April,  July,  October,  and  January  in  each  year,  the  first  of  such 
j^  payments  to  be  made  on  the  7th  of  April,  1864,  if  the  Marquig 
:Maiiqci8  of  should  be  then  living,  together  with  a  proportionate  part  of  the 
Estate,  annuity  for  the  time  which  should  elapse  between  the  date  of  the 
indenture,  or  the  last  quarterly  payment  (as  the  case  might  be), 
and  the  death  of  the  Marquis ;  and  the  Petitioner  was  thereby  em* 
powered,  on  the  annuity  being  in  arrear  for  twenty-one  days,  to 
enter  into  and  upon  the  said  hereditaments  and  distrain  for  the 
same  annuity,  and  all  arrears  thereof,  as  if  the  same  were  a  rent 
reserved  in  a  lease  for  years,  to  the  intent  that  the  Petitioner  might 
thereby  or  otherwise  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  annuity 
and  all  arrears  thereof.  And  the  Marquis  thereby  also  granted  to 
the  Petitioner,  that  so  often  as  the  said  annuity,  or  any  part  thereof, 
should  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  forty  days  after 
any  one  of  the  days  thereby  appointed  for  payment  thereof,  then 
and  so  often  as  it  should  happen,  and  either  on  or  at  any  time 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  forty  days,  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  Petitioner,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  although 
no  legal  or  formal  demand  should  have  been  made  of  the  said 
annuity,  into  and  upon  the  said  hereditaments  to  enter,  and  the 
same  to  hold  and  eujoy,  and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  re- 
ceive and  take,  until  he  should  thereby  or  otherwise  be  fully 
paid  the  said  annuity  and  all  arrears  thereof,  and  all  costs, 
charges,  damages,  and  expenses  occasioned  by  the  non-payment 
thereof.  And  it  was  thereby  further  witnessed,  that  for  farther 
securing  the  said  aimuity  the  Marquis,  at  the  request  of  tlie 
Petitioner,  demised  to  Charles  Baker  the  same  hereditaments,  with 
the  appurteuances,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Chaties  Baker 
for  the  term  of  200  yecu^  from  thence  next  ensuing,  if  the  Marquis 
should  so  long  liye,  and  without  impeachment  of  waste,  nevertheless 
upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared ;  and  it  was  thereby  declared 
that  the  term  was  granted  upon  trust  for  the  better  securing  the 
due  and  regular  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  that  in  case  and 
when  and  so  often  as  the  same  or  any  quarterly  payment,  or  any 
part  thereof  should  be  in  arrear  for  sixty  days  next  after  any  one 
of  the  days  thereinbefore  appointed  for  payment  thereof,  Baier 
should,  by  and  out  of  the  yearly  rents  and  profits  of  the  heredita- 


VOL.  XVIL] 


EQUITY  CASES. 


285 


Paget 

V, 

Anqleset. 


mentB  thereby  demised,  or  by  any  mortgage  thereof,  or  of  a  com-  If.  B. 
patent  part  thereof,  for  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  term  of  200  1874 
years,  or  by  bringing  actions  against  or  making  distresses  upon  j^  ^ 
the  tenants  of  the  said  hereditaments  for  recovery  of  the  rents  then  ^^^^^^ 
in  arrear,  or  by  making  entries  on  the  same  hereditaments,  and  also  Estate. 
by  granting  leases  for  any  term  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty-one 
years,  determinable  nevertheless  with  the  term  of  200  years,  of  any 
hrmB  which  should  be  untenanted,  as  often  as  the  Marquis  should 
not  provide  tenants  for  the  same  at  a  fair  and  reasonable  rent^  or  by 
all  and  every  or  any  one  or  more  of  the  ways  and  means  aforesaid, 
levy  and  raise  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  together  with  the  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  occasioned  by  the  non-payment  thereof  and 
attending  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  said  term  of  200  years : 
And  upon  further  trust  that  Baker  should,  in  the  first  place,  retain 
and  reimburse  himself  his  costs,  charges,  and  expenses ;  and,  in 
the  next  place,  pay  to  the  Petitioner  all  the  arrears  of  the  annuity 
of  £960,  and  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  occasioned  by  the 
non-payment  thereof :  And  upon  further  trust  that  in  the  mean- 
time, and  until  some  quarterly  payment  thereof  should  be  in  arrear 
for  the  space  of  sixty  days  as  aforesaid,  and  also  from  time  to  time, 
when  and  so  often  as  all  arrears  of  the  same  annuity,  and  the  said 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  should  be  raised  or  fully  satisfied  and 
paid,  Baker  should  permit  the  Marquis,  or  his  assigns,  to  receive 
and  take  the  yearly  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  and 
premises :  And  upon  this  further  trust  that  Baker,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  should  from  time  to  time,  after  payment 
of  the  annuity,  and  after  deducting,  paying,  and  retaining  such  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  as  aforesaid,  pay  to  the  Marquis,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns,  the  money  (if  any)  which  from  time 
to  time  should  remain  in  his  or  their  hands  unapplied  to  any  of  the 
purposes  aforesaid.  And  the  indenture  contained  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  Marquis  for  payment  of  the  annuity. 

The  Marquis  died  on  the  7th  of  February,  1869.  Shortly  after- 
wards this  suit  was  instituted  by  a  creditor  for  the  administration 
of  his  estate,  and  the  usual  creditor's  decree  had  been  made. 

At  the  time  of  the  Marquis's  death  the  sum  of  £560  was  due  to 
the  Petitioner  in  respect  of  the  annuity.  This  sum  was  made  up 
as  follows :  £480  for  the  half  year  ending  the  7th  of  January,  1869, 
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IL  B.       and  £80  for  the  interyal  between  that  date  and  the  day  of  the 

1874        Marquis's  death. 

j^  The  apportioned  part  of  the  rents  of  the  hereditaments  comprised 

A^Sirt  ^  *^®  ^®^  ^^  ^^®  '^^^  ^^  January,  1864,  for  the  period  between  the 
Estate,     quarter-day  last  preceding  the  death  of  the  Marquis  and  the  7th 
of  February,  1869,  was  received  by  the  Defendant  in  the  suit  and 
paid  into  Court  to  a  suspense  account. 

A  Petition  was  now  presented  by  William  Wixlhins  for  payment 
to  him  of  the  arrears  of  his  rent-charge  out  of  the  fund  standing  to 
the  suspense  account.  Neither  the  Petitioner  nor  Baker ^  his  trustee, 
had  oyer  entered  upon  any  of  the  hereditaments  on  which  the 
annuity  was  charged. 

Mr.  JVy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  CradknaU^  for  the  Petitioner : — 

The  Petitioner  claims  under  the  provisions  of  the  Apportion' 
meat  Ad  (4  ft  5  Will.  4,  c  22),  s.  2,  which  proyides  in  effect  that 
where  a  tenant  for  life  dies,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  proportion  of  the  rents  according  to  the  time 
which  has  elapsed  between  the  last  day  of  payment  thereof  and 
the  day  of  the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  and  that  the  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  shall  have  the  same  remedies  at  law  and 
in  equity  for  recovering  such  apportioned  parts  as  they  would  liave 
for  recovering  the  entire  rents,  but  so  that  the  persons  liable  to 
pay  the  rents  shall  not  be  resorted  to,  but  the  entire  rents  shall  be 
received  by  the  person  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  such  entire 
rents  but  for  the  passing  of  the  Act;  and  the  apportioned  parts 
are  to  be  recoyerable  from  such  person  by  the  parties  entitled  in 
an  action  at  law  or  a  suit  in  equity.  Now  the  Petitioner,  as  grantee 
of  a  rent-charge,  and  Bakery  as  grantee  of  a  term  of  yeare^  were 
assigns  of  the  Marquis's  life  interest.  That  interest  included  the 
apportioned  part  of  the  rents  for  the  time  which  elapsed  between 
the  last  day  of  payment  and  the  death  of  the  Marquis ;  and  we 
submit  that  though  the  death  of  the  Marquis  prevented  the  Peti* 
tioner  or  Baher^  his  trustee,  from  entering  on  the  demised  here- 
ditaments, still  the  Petitioner  is,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  entitled 
to  recover  the  arrears  of  his  annuity  out  of  that  apportioned  part 
of  the  rents,  and  from  the  person  who  received  it. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — ^Does  the  Act  giye  a  title  to  any 
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one  who  had  not  title  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  ?  As 
regards  your  rent*charge  (which  ceased  at  the  Marquis's  death),  you 
coald  not  have  recovered  the  rents  from  the  tenants  in  the  Marquis's 
lifetime  without  giving  notice  to  them  to  pay  you ;  and  as  regards 
Yonr  term,  you  had  no  legal  estate,  it  was  a  mere  interesse  termini.'] 

We  submit  that  the  Act  extends  the  interest  of  the  Petitioner  in 
respect  of  his  rent-charge  beyond  the  death  of  the  Marquis,  although 
it  is  true  that  in  consequence  of  that  event  the  Petitioner  can  no 
longer  enter  and  pay  himself. 

Sir  B.  BaffffoUay,  Q.G.,  Mr.  Soulhgaie,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Chraham  HasHnffa, 
and  Mr.  Simpson,  for  the  parties  to  the  suit,  were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jbssbl,  M.E. : — 

I  cannot  allow  this  claim.  It  is  to  me  a  novel  idea  that  the 
Apportumment  Ad  enables  a  mortgagee,  not  being  in  possession, 
to  get  more  than  he  would  have  had  but  for  that  Act.  If  the 
mortgagee  had  been  in  possession,  no  doubt  he  would  have  got  all 
that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to ;  but  I  £Edl  to  follow  the 
aigument  that  the  Act  gives  a  right  to  any  person  to  an  appor- 
tioned part  of  the  rent,  although  that  person  would  not  have  had  a 
right  to  the  entire  rent  if  the  day  for  payment  of  the  rent  had 
arrived.  In  truth,  a  mortgagee  who  has  not  entered  is  not  an 
assign  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  An  assign  is  a  person 
who  would  be  entitled  to  the  whole  quarter's  rent ;  but  a  mortgagee 
would  not  be  entitled  to  the  whole  quarter's  rent  unless  he  had 
entered.  In  this  case,  supposing  there  had  been  six  months'  rent 
due  to  the  Marquis  on  the  last  quarter-day  preceding  his  death, 
and  that  he  died  a  month  after  the  quarter-day,  the  six  months' 
rent  remaining  unpaid,  it  is  not  contended  that  the  mortgagee  could 
have  claimed  the  six  months'  rent,  but  it  is  said  he  can  get  the 
apportioned  part  of  the  rents  for  one  month.  I  do  not  see  how 
that  can  be.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  Act  does  not  apply  between 
a  mortgagor  and  his  mortgagee  who  is  not  in  possession.  I  think  that 
a  mortgagee  who  is  not  in  possession  is  not  an  assign  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act.    The  Petition  must,  therefore,  be  dismissed. 

Soh'citors :  Messrs.  WaikinB,  Baker,  &  Baylis  ;  Messrs.  Waller  db 
Bdndion;  Messrs.  Horn  &  Murray. 
Vou  X7IL  T  2 
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V.-O.M.  C APRON  V.  CAPEON. 

*^*  [1873    C.    279.] 

Aj)pariionmeni  Act,  1870  (3d  <fe  34  Vict.  c.  ZB}— Devise  of  Beat  EUate-^Appar- 

tionment  hettoeen  Executor  and  Devisee, 

A  testator  seised  in  fee  devised  real  estate  hy  a  will  dated  before  the 
Appcritonment  Ad,  1870,  and  confirmed  by  a  oodicQ  dated  alter  the  Act^• 

HM,  that  the  rents  were  apportionable  between  the  execntor  and  the 
devisee. 

SenibJe,  that  the  result  would  have  been  the  same  without  the  codidl 

Jonee  v.  Ogk  (1)  considered. 

Special  case. 

Oeorge  Oapran,  by  his  vill,  dated  the  2iid  of  April,  1866,  after 
bequeathing  certain  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies,  gaye  and  be- 
queathed several  life  annuities,  payable  quarterly  as  therein  men- 
tioned, the  first  payment  thereof  respectively  to  be  made  at  the 
expiration  of  three  calendar  months  after  his  decease;  and  he 
directed  that  a  proportionate  part  of  each  of  the  several  annuities 
should  be  payable  up  to  the  day  of  the  determination  thereof  in 
case  of  the  same  determining  on  any  other  than  one  of  the  quar* 
terly  days  thereinbefore  appointed  for  payment  thereof;  and  he 
directed  that  all  the  said  annuities  should  be  chaiged  upon  and 
payable  out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  his  hereditaments 
in  the  county  of  Northampton  next  thereinafter  devised  in  exonerft- 
tion  of  all  his  other  real  and  personal  estates.  And  the  testator 
thereby  gave  and  devised  all  his  manors,  advowsons,  capital,  and 
other  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate  and 
being  in  the  said  county  of  Northampton  (or  such  part  or  parts 
thereof  as  were  freehold  of  inheritance),  with  their  and  every  of 
their  rights,  metnbers,  and  appurtenances,  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
O.  H.  CaproHf  W.  H.  Brabant,  and  /.  W.  Bateman,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  upon  trust  to  raise  by  mortgage  such  sum  or  sums  of 
money  as  should  be  ifequired  for  payment  of  such  (if  any)  of  bis 
just  debts  atd  pecuniary  legacies  bequeathed  by  his  will,  and 
other  capital  moneys  thereby  directed  to  be  paid,  as  his  personal 

(1)  Law  Bcp.  8  Ch.  192. 
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estate  not  otherwise  disposed  of  should  be  insaffioient  to  pay.  And  y.*a  M. 
he  declared  his  will  to  be  that,  subject  to  the  trusts  thereinbefore  1874 
declared,  the  said  trustees,  or  the  surriTors  or  sunriyor  of  them,  or  cap^ 
the  heirs  of  such  surviror,  or  their  or  his  assigns,  should,  by  such  ^  ^ 
deeds,  canyeyanees,  surrenders,  or  other  assurances,  and  in  such  — 
manner  as  counsel  should  advise,  convey,  settle,  and  assure  all 
and  singular  the  manors,  hereditaments,  and  premises  in  the  said 
county  of  Norihamptonf  subject  to  subsisting  mortgages  (if  any) ; 
and  also,  subject  to  and  after  making  due  provision  tat  securing 
the  payment,  oat  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  of  the 
annual  sums  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  paid  thereout,  to  the  use 
d  his  eldest  son,  the  Defendant  George  EL  Oapron,  and  his  assigns 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  grandson,  the  Plaintiff 
George  JET.  Capron,  the  eldest  son  of  the  Defendant  George  B. 
CafTon^  and  his  assigns  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  each 
son  of  the  grandson  successiyely  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  his  grandson,  Theodore  H.  8.  Capron,  for  life,  vnth  re- 
mainder to  each  of  his  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainder 
to  each  younger  son  of  the  Defendant  0.  J9.  Oaprofi  born  during 
the  testator's  life,  for  their  liyes  and  for  their  children  successiyely 
in  tail  male,  with  remainder  to  each  son  of  the  Defendant  O.  H* 
Capron  bom  after  the  death  of  the  testator  successiyely  in  tail 
male,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  other  children  in 
strict  settlement,  with  an  ultimate  remainder  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  should,  at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  the  previous  limita- 
tions, be  his  heir  or  co-hein  at  law,  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  oyer. 

And  the  testator  gave  all  his  residuary  personal  estate  and  effects 
to  his  trustees  upon  trust  to  convert  into  money,  and,  after  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  funeral  expenses,  legacies,  and  other  charges,  to 
invest  the  surplus  in  the  purchase  of  lands  to  be  settled  upon  the 
same  trusts  as  were  declared  by  his  will  as  to  his  estates  in  the 
county  of  Northampton. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  1st  of  July, 
1871,  and  thereby,  after  giving  a  life  interest  which  he  had  pur- 
chased in  certain  trust  funds,  and  after  bei^ueathing  the  seyeral 
pecuniary  and  specific  bequests  therein  mentioned,  and  giving 
directions  respecting  the  discontinuance  of  certain  allowances  made 

T  2  2 
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T.-O.  M.    by  him  as  therein  mentioned,  the  testator  in  all  other  respecte 
1874       thereby  ratified  and  confirmed  his  will. 

Gapbok  ^^  testator  died  on  the  24th  of  April,  1872,  and  the  freehold, 
copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates  of  which  he  died  seised  and  pos- 
sessed consisted  ezclusiyely  of  hereditaments  in  the  county  of 
NorthampUm,  all  of  which  had  been  acquired  by  him  previously  to 
the  date  of  his  will. 

The  rents  of  such  part  of  the  testator's  estate  as  were  let  to 
tenants  at  the  time  of  his  death  were  payable  by  the  tenants 
thereof  half-yearly — ^that  is,  on  Lady  Day  and  Michaelmas  in  each 
year — ^the  said  net  half-yearly  rents  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
£2820  17a.  Hd.  The  whole  of  the  rents  becoming  due  at  Michael- 
mas, 1872,  had  been  received  by  the  Defendant  Q.  JEL  Oapron  as 
first  tenant  for  life  of  the  NorthampUm  estates. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Ciourt  was  whether  the  said 
sum  of  £2820  lis.  bd.  ought  not  to  be  apportioned,  under  the 
Afp(»rtumfMfn;t  Act,  1870,  as  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  divided 
between  the  persons  entitled  to  the  residuary  personal  estate  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  first  tenant  for  life  on  the  other  hand. 

Mr.  CoUan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  0.  A.  Saunders,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

This  case  raises  the  neat  question  whether,  under  the  Apportum" 
merit  Ad,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict,  c  35),  there  is  to  be  an  apportion- 
ment of  the  rents  derived  from  real  estate  devised  by  a  testator 
seised  in  fee  of  those  estates,  to  his  son  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
his  son's  children  in  strict  settlement.  The  2nd  section  of  the  Act 
may  be  shortly  read  thus : — '*  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act  all  rents  shall,  like  interest  on  money  lent^  be  considered 
as  accruing  from  day  to  day,  and  shall  be  apportionable  in  respect 
of  time  accordingly,"  These  are  rents  arising  from  the  devised 
estates,  and  are  therefore  distinctly  within  the  very  words  of  the 
Act,  and  must  be  apportioned  accordingly. 

Several  cases  have  lately  come  before  the  Courts  in  which  ques- 
tions have  arisen  under  this  Act»  but  the  particular  point  now 
raised  has  never  been  discussed.  In  Whitehead  v.  Whitehead  (1) 
your  Honour  decided  that  a  specific  legacy  was  not  within  the  Act ; 
and  in  Jenea  v.  Offle  (2)  the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  that  di?i- 

(1)  La\Y  Bep.  16  £q.  628.  (2)  Uw  Bep.  8  Cb.  192. 
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dends  in  respect  of  profits  earned  by  a  mining  company  during  the     V.-o.  M. 
pieyions  year,  which  were  declared  yearly,  did  not  come  within       ]874 
the  terms  "dividend"  or  "periodical  payment,"  and  were  there-      oapbon 
fore  not  apportionable ;  but  these  cases  haye  clearly  no  bearing 
upon  this  question ;  and  the  case  of  Brotone  y.  Amyoi  (1)  arose 
under  the  Apportionment  Act  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  22,  to  remedy  the 
defects  of  which  Act  this  statute  was  passed. 

This  case  is  also  concluded  by  the  fact  that  the  testator,  by  a 
codicil  dated  the  Ist  of  July,  1871,  confirmed  his  will,  and  there- 
fore republished  it  after  the  passing  of  the  Act 

(  Mr.  Everittf  and  Mr.  Eekewich^  for  the  Defendants : — 

The  first  question  which  arises  is,  whether  the  testator  intended 
that  the  rents  of  his  estate  should  be  receiyed  by  his  deyisee, 
or  not?  Now  the  will  was  made  in  April,  1866,  long  before 
the  passing  of  the  Apportionment  Act,  and  at  that  time  the  law 
clearly  was  that  the  rents  of  real  estate  would  not  be  appor- 
tioned between  the  deyisee  and  the  testator's  general  personal 
estate.  It  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  testator  knew  what  the  law 
was  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  and  that  he  did  know  it  is 
evident  from  the  words  used  with  reference  to  the  annuities  given 
in  the  first  clause  of  the  will ;  he  there  says,  the  first  payment  of 
such  annuities  to  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  three  calendar 
months  after  his  decease,  and  he  directed  that  a  proportionate 
part  of  each  of  the  several  annuities  should  be  payable  up  to  the 
day  of  the  determination  thereof  respectively,  in  case  of  the  same 
determining  on  any  other  than  one  of  the  quarterly  days  of  pay- 
ment Therefore  he  had  in  his  mind  the  question  as  to  apportion- 
ment, and  he  devises  his  estate  in  such  a  manner  as  that  under 
the  then  existing  law  the  rents  would  not  be  apportionable.  Then 
we  have  the  authority  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  expressed  in  the 
case  of  Jonea  v.  Offle  (2),  for  saying  that,  in  considering  a  will  in 
reference  to  this  Act,  you  must  construe  the  words  according  to 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  testator  expressed  himself,  and 
this  Court  will  not  allow  the  testator's  intention  to  be  perverted. 
Lord  Sdbome  in  that  case  said  (3) :    "  If  it  were  necessary  to 

(1)  3  Haw,  173.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  192. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  195. 
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V.-O.  H  decide,  I  should  have  very  great  difficulty  indeed  in  seeing  my  way 
1874  to  the  conclusion  Chat  this  Act  of  Parliament  eittier  was  intended 
C^^y  to  alter,  or  has  in  this  case  had  the  effect  of  altering,  the  proper 
^  **  construction  of  words  contained  in  a  will  made  before  the  Act 
—  passed*  K  a  will  had  been  made  afterwards,  I  can  quite  follow 
the  argument  which  would  say  that  in  such  a  case  a  testator  makes 
his  will  having  the  Act  of  Parliament  in  view,  and  that  the  words 
he  uses  are  not  to  be  construed  without  regard  to  the  Act  of  Par- 
liament But  I  apprehend  the  construction  of  the  words  of  a  specific 
gift  will  be  taken  generally  according  to  the  meaning  of  the  words 
at  the  period  the  wUl  was  made."  The  principle  of  that  decision 
is,  that  you  are  to  look  at  the  will  to  see  what  the  intention  of  the 
testator  was  at  the  time  he  made  it,  and  it  would  be  a  great  hard- 
ship to  make  this  Act  alter  what  the  testator  must  have  intended 
to  do.  In  fact,  we  contend  that  the  Act  does  not  apply  to  wills 
made  before  the  passing  of  the  Act ;  and  the  intention  of  this 
testator  is  still  more  clearly  expressed  by  the  fact  that  the  amiiii- 
ties  given  by  him  are  charged  upon  his  Northampton  estates^  and 
the  first  payment  of  such  annuities  is  to  be  made  at  the  expiration 
of  three  months  after  his  decease.  That  shews  that  the  devisee 
was  to  take  the  rents,  or  he  would  have  nothing  out  of  which  to 
pay  the  first  instalment  of  the  annuities.  The  oodioil,  although 
it  contains  the  formal  words  that  in  other  respects  the  testator 
ratified  and  confirmed  his  will,  was  made  for  a  q)ecial  purpose,  and 
not  with  the  intention  of  republishing  the  will  so  as  to  make  it 
speak  from  the  date  of  the  wilL 

Mr.  Bauiine,  for  the  trustees,  cited  Bo$eingrave  v.  Burke  (1). 
Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply. 

Sib  R.  Malins,  Y.C.  : — 

This  is  a  special  case  raising  a  point  of  very  great  and  general 
importance  on  the  construction  of  the  Apporttanment  Ad,  1870, 
and  one  which,  no  doubt,  has  been  the  subject  of  difference  of 
opinion.  I  know  from  my  own*  personal  knowledge  that  some 
persons  have  had  great  difficulty  in  administering  estates  in  the 
absence  of  judicial  construction  of  the  Act. 

(1)  7  Ir.  Rep.  Eq.  180. 
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The  point  is  this :  a  testator  seised  in  fee  devises  his  estate  for  V.-0.  M. 
life,  with  remainder  oyer  in  strict  settlement ;  but  it  will  make  no  1874 
difference  whether  he  devises  in  strict  settlement,  or  to  a  person  cIpbov 
in  fee.  The  question,  i%  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  testator  seised  q^qk 
ia  fee  dying  in  the  middle  of  a  half  year  or  other  periodical  pay-  — 
m^it,  there  is  an  apportionment  in  favour  of  his  personal  repre- 
sentative^ or  whether  the  devisee  who  will  be  the  owner  of  the 
estate  when  the  next  half  yearly  or  quarterly  payment,  or  what- 
ever it  may  be,  becomes  due,  is  to  have  the  entire  rent.  The 
law  before  this  Act  was  passed  was  perfectly  plain.  In  all  cases 
of  money  lent  on  mortgage  with  interest  falling  due  &om  day 
to  day,  if  the  mortgage  debt  was  given,  the  personal  represen* 
tative  would  have  the  interest,  or  so  many  days'  interest  as,  taking 
it  from  day  to  day,  would  have  accrued  np  to  the  day  of  the 
testator's  death ;  but  in  this  particular  case  there  would  not  be  an 
apportionment  between  the  estate  of  the  devisor  and  the  devisee. 
The  estate  of  tlie  devisor  would  have  had  no  portion  of  the  accru- 
ing rent,  and  the  devisee,  who  was  the  owner  of  the  estate  when 
the  debt  became  actually  due,  would  have  the  half  yearly  or 
periodical  payment  This  being  a  very  defective  state  of  things, 
this  Act  of  1870,  as  I  understood  at  the  time,  and  as  I  collect  firom 
its  terms,  has  for  its  object  the  making  of  apportionments  generally. 
It  is  an  Act  intituled,  '^  For  the  better  apportionment  of  rents  and 
other  periodical  payments.'*  Then  it  recites  ^  that  rents  and  some 
other  periodical  payments  are  not  apportionable  (like  interest  on 
mon^  lent)  in  respect  of  time,  and  for  remedy  of  some  of  the 
mischiefs  and  inconveniences  thereby  arising,  divers  statutes  have 
been  passed.  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  to  make  provision  for 
the  remedy  of  all  such  mischiefs  and  inconveniences."  Then  it  is 
enacted,  *^  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  all  rents, 
aanuitiefl^  dividends,  and  other  periodical  payments  in  the  nature 
of  income  (whether  reserved  or  made  payable.under  an  instrument 
in  writing  or  otherwise),  shall,  like  interest  on  money  lent,  be  con- 
sidered as  aocnung  from  day  to  day,  and  shall  be  apportionable 
in  respect  of  time  accordingly." 

Now,  therefore,  as  I  read  it,  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  is 
to  assimilate  rent  to  money  lent.  In  this  case,  i^  instead  of  the 
testator  being  the  owner  of  these  estates,  he  had  been  the  owner 
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T.-0.  M.     of  money  lent  on  mortgage,  it  is  clear  that  the  interest  of  the 
1874       money  would  have  been  apportionable.    I  take  it  that  the  pro- 
Gapbost      vision  I  hayejoat  read  applies  to  this  very  case.  Here  is  the  case  of  a 
Oapbon      testator  devising  his  estate  and  not  saying  a  word  about  the  accra- 
—       ing  rent,  and  therefore,  the  accruing  rents  falling  due  from  day  to 
day,  every  day  there  is  a  specific  sum  which  becomes  due,  and 
consequently,  as  many  days  interest  as  have  elapsed  since  the  last 
quarterly  or  half  yearly  payment  became  due,  in  my  opinion,  are 
^       apportionable,  and  go  in  favour  of  the  general  personal  rqae- 
sentative,  and  do  not  go  to  the  devisee  of  the  estate ;  and  I  may 
say  that  that  would  be  my  interpretation  of  the  statute,  indepen- 
dently of  any  decision ;  but  the  Yice-Ghancellor  of  Irdand^  in  the 
case  of  Boseinffrave  v,  Burie  (1),  which,  although  it  seems  to  have 
been  decided  in  Chambers,  received  his  serious  attention,  came 
to  precisely  the  same  conclusion.    I  was  not  aware  of  it  when  I 
formed  this  opinion  in  my  own  mind.     I  find  a  very  ekborate 
report  of  that  case  in  the  Irish  Equity  Beports.    It  is  the  opinion 
of  an  able  Judge,  carefully  considered,  and  it  is  in  exact  accord- 
ance with  the  opinion  I  have  come  to  on  the  terms  of  the  Act; 
and  although  it  was  argued  in  Chambers,  I  do  not  think  I  can 
regard  it  with  less  authority  on  that  account.    It  was  argued  by 
counsel,  and  it  does  not  seem  to  me  to  make  much  difference 
whether  it  was  decided  in  one  room  or  in  another.    Therefore  I 
think  it  is  a  good  authority. 

Then  it  is  said  that  there  is  a  great  difference  in  consequence  of 
the  decision  of  the  fall  Court  of  Appeal  in  Janes  v.  Ogle  (2).  Of 
course  I  need  not  say  that  if  the  point  had  been  decided  by  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  I  should  not  have  allowed  it  to  be  discussed 
before  me,  but  I  should  have  followed  the  decision;  indeed  Mr. 
OcUon  would  not  have  asked  me  to  do  otherwise;  but  I  find 
that  it  is  clear  the  point  has  not  been  decided  in  Janes  v.  OjiU. 
That  case  turned  upon  the  particular  words  of  the  ?rill,  which 
were :  '<  As  to  the  share  and  interest  which  I  have  in  the  lAtteshaO 
Iran  Company,  I  bequeath  the  dividends  and  income  thereof  to 
my  undo,  J.  T.  Ogle,  for  his  life,  and  after  his  death  the  same 
share  and  interest  shall  belong  to  his  two  daughters  in  equal 
i    shares ;"  and  he  gave  his  residuary  estate  to  trustees  upon  tiust 

(I)  7  It.  Rep.  Bq.  186.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  192. 
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as  therein  mentioned,  and  appointed  the  Plaintiff  bia  executor,     V.-c.  M. 
The  dedsion  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  affirming  the  view  of  the       1874 
Master  of  the  Bolls,  turned  on  the  effect  of  those  words.    If  a  man     gapbon 
says,  ^  I  give  all  the  dividends  I  am  able  to  giye/'  does  not  that     qj^^q^ 
include  the  whole  of  the  dividends  irrespective  of  any  apportion-        — 
ment  ?    So,  upon  the  same  principle,  I  should  have  said  in  this  case 
if  the  testator  had  used  the  words,  ^'  I  give  mj  lands  and  all  the 
rents  accruing  for  or  in  respect  thereof,"  that  would  have  been, 
like  Janea  y.  Ogle  (1),  an  express  gift  of  accruing  rents ;  and  as  the 
cardinal   point  in  construing  wills  is  to   ascertain  the  testator's 
intention,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  such  a  case  the  accruing 
rents  would  pass. 

But  I  am  bound  to  say  there  are  some  observations  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  which  seem  rather  to  favour  the  argument,  or  to  raise 
a  doubt  at  all  events,  whether  the  Act  of  1870  is  to  apply  to  wills 
already  made,  or  made  before  the  passing  of  the  Act.  There  is 
no  decision  on  the  subject,  and  therefore  I  cannot  legard  it  as 
fettering  my  opinion  in  this  case,  and  I  think  the  true  answer  to 
such  a  statement  is  this — that  if  the  Legislature  had  intended  the 
Act  not  to  apply  to  instruments  already  executed,  it  would  have 
said  so.  But  the  words  of  the  Act  are  very  general,  and  it  takes 
effect  from  the  time  of  its  passing.  Its  general  enactment  is,  **  Be 
it  enacted  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  all  rents 
shaU,  like  interest  on  money  lent,  be  considered  as  accruing  from  day 
to  day."  Therefore  it  is  perfectly  clear  to  my  mind  that  it  was 
intended  to  apply  to  all  instruments  which,  at  all  events,  should 
come  into  operation  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  the  will  does 
come  into  operation  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  supposing  the 
testator  dies  after  it  passed.  Every  testator  is  presumed  to  know 
the  law.  This  testator  made  his  will  in  1866,  and  as  he  re-pub- 
liahed  it  in  1871  by  a  codicil  made  after  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
he  must  be  considered  as  repeating  every  word  of  it  at  that  time. 
Therefore,  although  I  do  not  decide  it  on  that  point,  I  am  much 
inclined  to  think  that  it  does  fall  within  the  24th  section  of  the  WtUa 
Ady  which  prescribes,  ^'  That  every  will  shall  be  construed  to  speak 
and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately  before  the 
death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  192. 
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y.-C.  M.     the  will/'    At  all  events  this  testator  confirms  and  repnblishes 

1874        will  by  the  codicil  in  1871,  and  I  think  he  most  be  considered  as 
Oaprojt      repeating  every  word  of  his  will  at  that  tinie.    In  that  sense,  there- 
Capkon      ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^  made  after  the  passing  of  the  Act.    It  is  Terr 
—       material  to  observe  that  the  ApparUonmeni  Ad,  4  &  5  WiU.  4,  c22, 
does  provide  that  it  shall  apply  to  all  payments  ooming  due 
at  a  fixed  period  nnder  any  instroment  to  be  executed  after  the 
passing  of  that  Act,  or  (being  a  will  or  testamentary  instroment) 
that  shall  come  into  operation  after  the  passing  of  that  Act;  in 
other  words,  where  the  testator  shall  die  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act.    That  Act  expressly  provides  that  it  shall  apply  to  all 
wills  at  whatever  period  they  come  into  operation  after  the  paasiDg 
of  the  Act    It  is  to  the  last  degree  improbable  that  the  Legisla- 
ture, whose  object  was  to  generalise  these  enactments,  should  hare 
intended  it  to  have  a  narrower  operation  in  this  case  than  it  would 
under  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  22. 

Therefore,  upon  the  ground  that  the  enactment  is  most  general 
my  opinion  is  that  it  must  apply  to  all  cases  at  whatever  times  the 
instrument  is  executed,  provided  it  comes  into  operation  after 
the  passing  of  the  Act ;  and  that  being  so,  the  Act  applies  in  this 
case,  and  the  rent  must  be  taken  just  the  same  as  interest  aooroing 
from  day  to  day,  and,  consequently,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  must 
be  an  apportionment  between  the  devisee  and  the  personal  repre- 
sentative  of  the  testator. 

Solicitors  for  all  the  Parties :  Messrs.  Clarke,  Son,  &  BowSm, 
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NOKES  V.  GANDT.  V.-o.  IL 

1874 
Couniy  Court  Jjopeal — AdmitMration  Suit  in  County  Court — Action  hy  Cre-         "-nr^ 

ditor  of  Intestate — Injunction  htfore  Decree  —  Ex  parte  Order — County      Jan,  26. 

Court  Orders  in  Equity,  1865,  Ord,  i^  r.  8 ;  Ord.  xn;  r.  1. 

NotwitfaBtftnding  that,  by  Order  i.,  rule  8,  of  the  County  Court  Orders  in 
Equity,  1866  (1),  a  decree  cannot  be  made  till  a  month  after  the  plaint 
has  been  filed,  a  County  Court  Judge  has  not  jurisdiction  under  Order  xit., 
rule  1,  of  the  County  Court  Orders  in  Equity,  1865  (2),  in  a  creditor's  ad- 
ministration suit  before  decree,  or  on  an  ex  parte  application,  to  restrain  a 
creditor's  action  oommenoed  previously  to  the  institution  of  the  suit 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Jndge  of  the  County 
Oonrt  of  Chdmford. 

William  Oarhiy  the  younger  died  intestate  on  the  4th  of  Angnst, 
1873,  indebted  to  Thomas  Biehardson  in  the  sum  of  £75  9s.  9d.  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.  After  his  death  Alfred  Darby  took  pos- 
session of  and  sold  by  aaction  the  household  furniture  and  effects 
and  trade  property  of  the  intestate,  and  he  also  collected  debts  due 
to  the  intestate's  estate. 

On  the  13th  of  October,  1873,  Thomaa  Riehardson  brought  an 
action  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  Alfred  Darby,  as  exe- 
cutor de  son  tort  of  the  intestate,  to  recoyer  the  debt  of  £75  9s.  dd,, 
and  the  writ  was  served  the  next  day. 


(1)  Order  i.,  rule  8,  is  as  follows : — 
"The  summons  shall  be  in  the  form  in 
the  achadnle,  and  be  dated  of  the  day 
<Ri  which  the  plaint  was  filed,  and  may 
be  returnable  at  any  court  to  be  holden 
not  less  than  one  calender  month,  nor 
more  than  three  calendar  months,  from 
the  filing  thereof.* 

(2)  Older  xn.,  rule  1,  is  as  follows : — 
"  WhereYer  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  it 
BhsU  become  necessary  to  secure  the  poi- 
MMion  of  any  property,  or  to  obtain  se- 
cority  from  any  person  for  any  moneys 
in  his  possession,  or  to  enforce  the 
deposit  or  the  payment  into  court 
thereof  pending  litigation,  or  the  im- 
mediate sale  of  any  goods  or  chattels. 


and  the  deposit  or  payment  into  Court 
of  the  purchase-money  thereof^  or  to 
obtain  an  order  in  the  nature  of  an 
injunction,  any  party  may  apply  ex 
parte  to  the  Judge,  either  in  or  out  of 
court,  upon  afiSdavit  setting  forth  the 
fiicts  rendering  such  order  immediately 
necessaiy;  and  upon  such  application 
the  Judge  may  either  make  an  order 
absolute  in  the  first  instance,  or  make 
an  order  to  be  absolute  at  any  time  to 
be  ordered  by  him,  unless  cause  be 
shewn  to  the  contrary;  or  may  make 
such  other  order  or  give  such  directions 
in  the  matter  as  the  Judge  may  think 
fit,  and  may  order  immediate  execu- 
tion." 
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Y.-C.  M.         On  the  18th  of  October,  1873,  letters  of  administration  to  the 
1874        intestate's  estate  and  effects  were  granted  to  his  father,  William 
yi^^      Ocmdy  the  elder,  during  the  minority  of  his  two  infant  children. 
G^OT  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  October,  1873,  AlbeH  NoJces  filed  a  plaint  in 

equity  in  the  County  Court  at  Chelmsford  against  William  Oandy 

the  elder  and  Alfred  Darby  for  the  administration  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  intestate. 

Under  Order  i.,  rule  8,  of  the  County  Court  Orders  in  Equity, 
1865  (1),  no  decree  can  be  made,  in  any  suit  in  equity  till  the 
expiration  of  one  calendar  month  from  the  filing  of  the  plaint 

On  the  23rd  of  October,  1873,  and  consequently  before  decree, 
and  on  the  ex  parte  application  of  the  Plaintiff,  Albert  Noies,  sup- 
ported merely  by  an  affidayit  alleging  that  it  was  doubtful  whether 
the  Plaintiff  in  equity  had  any  defence  to  the  .action  at  law,  and 
stating  that  if  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  obtained  judgment  he 
would  gain  priority  over  the  other  creditors  of  the  intestate,  the 
County  Court  Judge  made  an  order  in  the  nature  of  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  action  which  had  been  commenced  by  Bichard- 
eon. 

On  the  6th  of  Noyember,  1873,  Biehardson,  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
action,  serred  the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit  with  notice  of  a  motion  for 
the  11th  of  November,  1873,  to  discharge  the  injunction.  This 
last-mentioned  mo^on  was  heard  by  the  County  Court  Judge  on 
the  11th  of  November,  when  he  held  that,  looking  to  the  Act 
giving  equity  jurisdiction  to  the  County  Court,  and  the  Boles  and 
Orders  for  regulating  the  practice  thereunder,  he  had  power  to 
make  the  order  sought  to  be  set  aside ;  and  furtheri  that  to  prevent 
the  creditor  obtaining  payment  in  fall,  or  incurring  costs  unneces- 
sarily at  the  expense  of  the  estate  to  be  administered,  and  to  the 
detriment  of  the  general  body  of  creditors,  the  injunction  was 
necessary  and  proper  under  the  circumstances,  and  he  accordingly 
refused  with  costs  the  motion  to  dissolve  it. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  appealed,  the  questions  left  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  being,  whether  the  Judge  of  the  County  Gonrt 
had  power  to  make  the  ex  parte  order  of  the  23rd  of  October,  1873, 
and  whether  he  ought  to  have  made  an  order  in  the  terms  of  the 
notice  of  motion  of  the  6th  of  November,  1873. 

(1)  Ante,  p.  297. 
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Mr.  CUoise,  QpC,  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  Appellant : —  V-0.  M. 

It  is  not  the  practice  of  this  Court  in  a  creditor's  suit  to  grant        }^ 
an  injunction  restraining  an  action  by  a  creditor  against  the  per-      Nokeb 
sonal  representatiye  or  the  person  in  possession  of  the  estate  of  a     Gandt. 
deceased  debtor  before  decree  in  the  suit^  or  on  an  ex  parte  appli- 
cation.    In  this  case,  moreover,  the  action  restrained  was  against 
the  executor  de  son  tart,  who  can  only  discharge  himself  by  handing 
over  the  goods  to  the  rightful  representatiye  before  action  com- 
menced :  Curtis  v.  Vernon  (1) ;  Coote  v.  Whittingion  (2) ;  Hill  v. 
Guriis  (3). 

Mr.  Cotton^  QpC,  and  Mr.  Begg^  for  the  Bespondent : — 

The  County  Court  Judge  proceeded  under  rule  1  of  the  12th 
Order  of  the  County  Court  Orders  in  Equity  (4).  Inasmuch  as 
by  Order  I.,  rule  8,  no  decree  in  a  suit  in  equity  can  be  made  till 
the  expiration  of  a  month  after  the  plaint  has  been  filed,  it  is 
necessary,  in  order  to  protect  the  property  for  the  benefit  of  all 
the  creditorsi  that  the  Judge  should  hare  the  power  of  granting 
an  injunction  before  decreOi  and  ex  parte^  and  being  necessary  the 
jurisdiction  is  given  by  Ord.  xn.,  rule  1 ;  and  though  in  this  Court 
sQch  an  order  would  not  be  made,  the  County  Court  Judge  has 
taken  a  reasonable  view  of  the  jurisdiction  given  by  this  last- 
mentioned  Order,  and  this  Court  will  not  interfere  with  his  dis- 
cretion. If  the  question  is  not  one  of  discretion,  it  is  one  of 
practice ;  and  the  practice  of  County  Courts  must  be  judged  of  by 
the  Orders  in  force  in  them. 

Mr.  Olasse^  in  reply : — 

This  rule  does  not  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Court 
Judge.  He  has  only  the  powers  of  a  Yice-Chancellor  of  this  Court, 
and  if  a  Yice-Chancellor  cannot  make  such  an  order  as  has  been 
made  in  this  matter,  the  County  Court  Judge  cannot  do  so. 

Sib  K  Malins,  Y .C,  after  referring  to  the  facts,  continued : — 

Nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  this  Court  will  not  restrain  an 
action  by  a  creditor  against  the  representative  of  a  deceased  debtor 

(1)  8  T.  R  687.  (8)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  534. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  90.  (4)  Ante,  p.  297. 
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T.-a  H.     till  he  has  obtained  an  equivalent  for  the  judgment  wiiidi  wonld 

1874        haye  been  his  right  in  the  action — that  is,  till  after  a  decree  has 

^^^      been  made  in  the  suity  which  operates  as  a  juc^;ment  fcnr  the  benefit 

QijrDT      ^^  ^  ^^  creditors.   If,  therefore,  an  application  for  an  injmctioQ 

— *       is  made  before  a  decree  has  been  obtained,  it  must  be  refused. 

As  to  the  other  question,  no  case  can  be  found  in  which  sach 
an  action  has  been  stayed  ex  parte,  even  after  a  decree.  It  is 
clearly  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff  in  such  an  action  to  have  an 
opportunity  of  being  heard  against  such  an  order.  ' 

Solicitors :  Mr.  Woodard ;  Messrs.  Duffidd  &  Bruhf. 


V.-C.  M.  Jn  re  BOW. 

1874 


Fraeti<»^Land8  Oaum  OoMolidaHon  Act,  1845  (8  Vict,  e,  18^  t.  69— ^bon^ 
Jan,  16.  tn  TaU^Payment  otU  tf  Chuft^DimUailing  Deed. 

Where  a  fund  paid  into  Gonrt  nnder  the  Lande  Claueee  (hneciidation 
Act,  1846,  IB  claimed  on  petition  hj  a  person  who  wonld  have  been  the 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  land  raproaented  hy  the  fimd,  it  ia  unneoeeanj  for  him 
to  execute  a  diaentailing  deed  as  a  condition  of  having  the  fnnd  paid  out  to 
him. 

In  re  Butlet^e  WiU  (1)  not  followed. 

IHIS  was  a  Petition  for  payment  out  of  Court  of  a  sum  of 
£438  7a.  Id.  consols  and  £19  8&  6i.  cash,  which  had  been  paid 
into  Court  on  the  16th  of  Novembery  1852,  by  the  Qred 
Western  Bathoay  Comfpamy  under  the  69th  section  of  the  Lanib 
.  Claueee  ConsolidaUan  Act,  1845  (8  Vict  c.  18),  as  the  purchase  and 
compensation  money  for  certain  land  taken  by  them  under  the 
powers  of  one  of  their  Acts,  and  to  which  at  the  time  a  title  ooold 
not  be  made. 

The  Petitioner  now  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  fund  in  Court, 
as  being  the  person  who  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  of  the  laud 
taken  if  it  had  remained  in  epeeie. 

The  question  was  raised  whether  it  was  necessary  for  him 
to  execute  a  disentailing  deed  before  receiying  the  proceeds  of  the 
fund  in  Court 

(1)  Law  Bep.  16  Eq.  479. 
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Mr.  K  8.  Ford,  for  the  Petitioaer :—  v.^.  M. 

A  long  series  of  cases  shews  the  almost  unifonn  practice  of  the        ^^^ 


Court  to  have  been  not  to  require  a  disentailing  deed  on  payment       In  re 

Saw 

of  a  fund  out  of  Court  There  are  only  two  known  decisions  to  .^ 
the  contrary  effect  One  of  them  is  In  re  Buffer^s  WiU  (I), 
irfaich  recently  came  before  the  Lord  Chancellor,  sitting  for  the 
Iffaster  of  the  Bolls,  and  has  caused  the  necessity  tor  mentioning 
the  point  now.  But  it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  question  was 
fully  argued ;  for  it  appears  from  the  report  of  that  case  that  the 
only  authorities  cited  were  In  re  South-Eastern  BaQway  Com- 
pony  (2)  and  Notley  v.  Palmer  (3).  The  other  adyerse  decision 
was  by  Yice-Chancellor  Kindersky  in  Be  Tylden'e  Trwt  (4),  and 
No&ey  V.  PnAmer  was  a  later  decision  by  the  same  Judge  the  other 
way. 

Mr.  Oifford,  for  the  company,  mentioned  Be  Watson  (5)  as  a 
decision  of  the  Lords  Justices  in  favour  of  not  requiring  a  dis- 
entailing deed. 

Mr.  Pembertont  the  Begistrar  then  in  Court,  stated  that  the 
practice  in  the  ofiSee  was  to  have  the  petitions  stamped  as  disen- 
tailing deeds. 

Sib  B.  Mauks,  V.C.  :— 

It  is  very  important  that  this  question  as  to  the  necessity  for  a 
disentailing  deed,  should  be  settled.  And,  considering  that  the  de- 
cision which  has  caused  the  present  difficulty  is  that  of  the  present 
Lord  Chancellor,  I  think  that,  though  it  was  made  when  he  was 
sitting  for  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  it  would  not  be  respectful  for 
me  to  follow  my  own  opinion.  I  therefore  desire  tliat  the  Petition 
may  be  mentioned  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  at  my  request,  in  order 
that,  on  the  representation  of  the  difficulty,  the  question  may  be 
settled  without  putting  the  parties  to  the  expense  of  an  appeaL 

Later  in  the  day  Mr.  Ford  stated  that  he  had  mentioned  the 
matter  to  the  full  Court  of  Appea],  but  that  their  Lordships 

(1)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  479.  (8)  Law  Rep.  1  £q.  24L 

(2)  30  Beay.  215.  (4)  11  W.  R.  869. 

(5)  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  lOlL 


Bow. 


302  EQX7ITT  CAfiE&  [L.  B. 

Y.-a  M.  considered  that  they  could  not  entertain  the  question  unless  ii 
1874  were  brought  before  them  either  on  an  appeal  motion  or  on  an 
In  n       original  petition. 

He  then  referred  to  Be  Hdlden  (1),  in  which  the  late  Lord 
Chancellor  HcUherleyf  when  YicehChancellor  Wood,  had  decided  that 
a  disentailing  deed  was  unnecessary,  and  Be  Holden^s  Edaie  (2),  Iq 
which  Yice-Ohancellor  Stuart  had  taken  the  same  view. 

Sib  B.  Mauns,  V.O.  : — 

DanidTs  Chancery  Practice  has  just  been  put  into  my  handstand 
I  see  from  the  cases  there  referred  to  (3),  that  the  great  pre- 
ponderance of  authority  is  in  favour  of  not  requiring  a  disentailing 
deed.  On  that  yiew  I  will  make  the  order  for  payment  out  of  the 
fund  without  requiring  a  disentailing  deed,  and,  until  the  Court 
of  Appeal  decide  the  contrary,  I  will  act  upon  this  rule. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  as  amiem  curias,  referred  to  the  analogous 
case  of  a  payment  out  of  Court  of  a  fund  representing  real  estate 
of  a  married  woman,  in  which  case  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  throogh 
the  form  of  executing  an  acknowledged  deed,  the  Petition  being 
considered  as  equiyalent. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

Whateyer  be  the  origin  of  the  rule,  I  consider  that  it  has  been 
sanctioned  by  the  Lords  Justices  Turner  and  Knight  Brwe'm 
Be  Wai9(m*8  Trust  (4) ;  and,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  it  shall 
remain  undisturbed. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Warry,  Bdbins,  &  Burgee;  Messrs.  Yumg, 
MapleSf  dk  Co. 

(1)  1  H.  &  M.  445.  (3)  5th  Ed.  p.  1656. 

(2)  10  Jut.  (N.S.)  308.  (4)  10  Jur.  (k.8.)  lOlL 
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SNELLING  V.  THOMAS.  T.^3.  B. 

Ifl74 

[1871    S.    128.] 


Specific  Performance — Statute  of  Frauds — Written  Contract  ctftenvards  varied 

hy  Parol  Agreement. 

Plaistiffy  the  owner  of  six  leasehold  houses^  agreed  in  writing  to  let  one  of 
them,  numbered  737,  to  a  tradesman,  the  agreement  saying  nothing  about  a 
restrictiye  oovenant.  On  the  same  day  he  also  agreed  to  let  another  of  the 
houses,  numbered  735,  to  a  grocer,  and  as  he  (Plaintiff)  alleged,  agreed  with 
him  that  the  business  of  a  grocer  should  not  be  carried  on  in  any  of  the  other 
&Ye  houses.  Afterwards  he  contracted  to  sell  the  house  No.  737  and  a  third 
house,  numbered  739,  to  G.  T.,  also  a  grocer,  and  the  agreement,  which  was 
in  writing  and  dated  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  contained  nothing  about  a 
restrictiye  covenant,  but  an  underlease  was  prepared  and  engrossed  which 
did  contain  a  oovenant  that  the  premises  should  not  be  used  for  a  grocer's 
business.  An  appointment  was  made  for  the  execution  of  the  underlease 
and  counterpart  on  a  certain  day ;  but  on  the  previous  evening,  0,  T,  died 
suddenly,  intestate.  It  was  stated,  but  on  the  PlaintifTs  evidence  only,  that 
after  the  written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July,  and  before  G.  T.'s  death, 
G,  T.  verbally  agreed  to  the  insertion  of  the  restriction,  and  there  was  other 
evidence  that  he  was  prepared  to  execute  a  counterpart  of  the  engrossment. 
It  having  been  shewn  that  the  insertion  of  such  a  restriction  would  consider- 
ably diminish  the  value  of  the  property : — 

Seldf  that  the  Defendant,  the  administrator  of  the  intestate,  could  not  be 
compelled  to  execute  a  counterpart  of  a  lease  containing  such  a  restriction. 

The  written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July  stipulated  that  the  property 
should  be  bought  "  subject  to  the  existing  tenandes."  The  Plaintifif  alleged 
that  on  the  6th  of  July  the  lessee  of  the  house  No.  737  was  under  an  agree- 
ment to  consent  to  a  restrictive  covenant,  and  in  proof  of  this  the  counter- 
part of  a  lease,  bearing  date  the  day  before  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July, 
was  produced,  containing  such  a  covenant.  It  having  been  shewn  that  the 
lease  was  antedated  and  was  not  in  fact  executed  till  after  the  6th  of  July, 
1870  .^ 

ffeldf  that  the  administrator  was  not  by  this  clause  bound  to  execute  the 
counterpart  of  a  lease  containing  the  restriction. 

Circumstances  under  which  acceptance  of  a  verbal  alteration  in  a  written 
agreement  will  not  be  inferred. 

MonON  for  decree. 

In  February,  1867,  a  lease  for  a  term  of  eighty-eight  years,  less 
three  days^  from  the  24th  of  June,  1823,  of  six  houses  in  the  Old 
Kent  Boadf  Caimbertipett^  Surrey ^  at  a  rent  of  £66,  became  Tested  in 
WiUiam  Stark. 

You  XVIL  Z  2 
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V.-O.  B.         In  January,  1870,  the  Plaintiff,  Frederick  SneUinff,  entered  into 

1874       an  agreement  with  Stark,  that  in  consideration  of  his  (SneUingU) 

Snzlliko    building  shops  on  the  forecourts  of  these  houses,  he  should  become 

Thoicaa.     ^^^^^^  ^^  leases  of  the  houses,  with  an  option  of  purchasing 

—       Stark's  interest ;  and  Stark's  interest  was  afterwards  assigned  to 

SneUing^ 

By  a  written  agreement  dated  the  24th  of  March,  1870,  Sndling 
agreed,  before  the  following  Midsummer  Day,  to  grant  to  George 
Sowman,  a  ham  and  beef  seller,  a  lease  of  one  of  the  houses,  num- 
bered 737,  for  a  term  of  not  less  than  forty  years,  from  Lady  Day, 
1870.  The  agreement  did  not  contain  any  stipulation  as  to  any 
restrictive  covenant.  Under  this  agreement  Saunnan  entered  into 
possession. 

By  another  agreement  of  the  same  date  SnetUng  agreed  to  grant 
to  Charles  Albert  Carter,  a  grocer,  a  lease  of  another  of  the  houses, 
numbered  735 :  and  SneUing  thereby  agreed  not  to  let  either  of 
the  other  five  houses  to  be]used  as  a  grocer's  or  cheesemonger's  shop- 
In  about  June,  1870,  one  George  Thomas,  a  grocer,  agreed  to 
purchase  the  interest  of  SneUing  in  the  house  numbered  737,  and 
in  another  numbered  739 ;  and  on  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  SnetUng 
and  Thomas  met  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  JenJdnson,  Sndling  t 
solicitors,  and  there  signed  an  agreement^  whereby  SneUing  agreed 
to  sell,  and  Thomas  agreed  to  buy,  the  two  houses  for  £1000.  It 
was  agreed  that  the  purchase  should  be  completed  on  the  llth  of 
August  following,  and  that  on  completion  the  purchaser  should 
have  possession  and  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits,  "  subject 
to  the  existing  tenancies."  The  vendor  agreed,  on  completion,  to 
grant  an  underlease,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  underlease  should 
contain  **  covenants  similar  to  those  contained  in  the  original  lease 
so  far  as  the  same  may  be  applicable." 

An  underlease  was  accordingly  prepared  by  the  solicitors,  acting 
for  both  parties,  and  in  it  was  inserted  a  covenant  not  to  cany  on 
upon  the  demised  premises  the  trade  or  business  of  a  grocer  and 
cheesemonger.  On  the  llth  of  August  George  Thomas  called 
at  Messrs.  Jenkinsons'  office,  and  saw  Mr.  Atchley,  the  conveyancing 
clerk  who  had  drafted  the  underlease.  According  to  Mr.  AtcUegt 
evidence,  what  took  place  was  as  follows : — 

''  I  saw  him  {Thomae)  upon  this  occasioUi  and  informed  him  of 
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the  ingtractions  the  Plaintiff  (SneBinff)  had  given  me  with  regard     v.-c.  B. 
to  the  restriction  as  to  carrying  on  the  business  of  a  grocer  or       i874 
cheesemonger  upon  the  said  premises,  and  he  replied  that  it  was     gi^^^^i^a 
qcdte  right,  and  that  that  was  the  arrangement  made  between     ^* 

himself  and  Mr.  SneDinffy  although  it  was  not  so  expressed  in        

the  written  agreement,  and  I  there  and  then  at  his  request  handed 
him  the  draft  lease,  .  .  .  and  he' read  the  same  carefully  through, 
occasionally  asking  some  explanation,  but  without  much  comment, 
until  he  came  to  the  restrictive  covenant  in  the  said  lease,  when  he 
said,  'Oh,  this  is  the  part,  is  it  ?  Well,  I  don't  see  any  objection 
to  that ;'  or  *  that  is  quite  right ;'  or  words  to  that  effect.  He  then 
left  the  said  office  with  the  expressed  intention  of  attending  again 
on  the  next  day  at  two  o'clock  to  execute  the  lease." 

An  engrossment  of  the  draft  lease  was  made ;  but  on  the  even- 
ing of  the  same  day,  the  11th  of  August,  George  Thomas  died 
suddenly,  intestate ;  and  on  the  81st  of  August,  1870,  letters  of 
administration  were  granted  to  the  Defendant,  John  Thomas. 

At  some  period  after  the  death  of  George  Thomas^  it  did  not 
appear  when,  a  lease  of  the  house,  No.  737,  was  executed  by 
Snelling  to  Bowman^  whereby  the  premises  were  demised  to  him 
for  forty-one  years  and  a  quarter,  less  ten  days,  from  Lady  Day, 
1870,  at  a  rent  of  £65,  and  Sowman  thereby  covenanted  not  to 
carry  on,  or  permit  to  be  carried  on  upon  the  premises,  the  business 
or  trade  of  a  grocer  or  cheesemonger.  This  lease  was  antedated 
the  5th  of  July,  1870,  the  day  before  the  date  of  the  above-men- 
tioned agreement  with  George  Thomas. 

The  administrator,  who  lived  in  Yorkshire^  was  desirous  of 
solh'ng  the  property,  and  employed  as  his  solicitors  Messrs.  Bridger 
<fe  Collins.  On  the  17th  of  August,  1870,  one  of  the  Messrs. 
Bridger  dk  OoUins  called  at  Messrs.  Jenkinsons*  office,  and  having 
heard  that  an  underlease  had  been  prepared  and  was  to  have 
been  executed  on  the  day  after  Mr.  Thomas  died,  borrowed  the 
draft.  He  said  that  after  glancing  through  it,  and  estimating,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  administration,  the  value  of  the  contract  to 
be  £250,  he  had  it  copied  by  a  law  stationer. 

On  the  27th  of  August  another  of  the  M.e8srB.  Bridger  &  Collins 
called  at  Messrs.  Jenkinsowf  office,  and  returned  the  draft 

On  the  13th  of  September,  1870,  the  property  was  put  up  for 

Z2  2 
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Y.-0.  B.      sale.    In  the  particulars  it  was  described  as  follows : — ^  Lot  2.  The 
1874       benefit  of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  two  commanding  shops,** 

Snellihg    (describing  them).    "  No.  737  is  let  to  Mr.  Oeorge  Bowman^  prori- 
sion  merchant^  at  a  rental  of  £65  per  annnm,  who  is  desirous  of 
having  a  lease  for  the  whole  term  at  the  same  rent.    A  lease  has 
been  prepared  but  not  executed.    No.  739  is  in  hand,  and  is  of  the 
estimated  value  of  £75  per  annum.  •  •  •   The  underlease  has  been 
prepared  and  engrossed  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement^  and  was  to 
have  been  executed  the  day  the  intestate  died.  •  •  .  The  contnct 
for  purchase  and  engrossment  of  the  lease  .  .  .  can  be  seen  at  the 
offices  of  Messrs.  JenhiMon  &  Son.**  •  .  .  The  9th  conditian  stated 
that  the  proposed  lease  and  the  contract,  or  abstracts  or  copies 
thereof,  could  be  inspected  at  the  offices  of  Messrs.  BrOger  dt  OoStns 
on  the  day  prior  to  the  sale,  **  and  may  also  be  seen  at  the  time  of 
sale ;  and  every  purchaser  shall  be  deemed  to  buy  with  full  notice 
of  the  contents  of  such  documents." 
No  sale  of  Lot  2  was  effected  at  the  auction. 
In  November,  1870,  Messrs.  Bridger  &  OoUins  called  for  an  ab- 
stract of  SneUing's  title  to  the  two  houses,  which  was  furnished  on 
the  4th  of  November.    The  only  documents  abstracted  were  the 
original  lease  in  1823,  and  the  assignment  by  Stark  to  Sndling 
in  1870,  neither  of  which  disclosed  any  restrictive  covenant,  and 
no  objections  or  requisitions  were  made;  but  about  the  18th  of 
November  Messrs.  Bridger  dk  OclUinB  received  from  Messrs.  Jenhji- 
son  a  draft  of  the  proposed  underlease  from  SneUing  to  Jch^ 
Thomas,  containing  a  recital  of  the  lease  to  Sotvman,  and  a  co- 
venant on  the  part  of  the  lessee  not  to  carry  on,  or  permit  to 
be  carried  on,  upon  the  two  houses  the  trade  or  business  of  a 
grocer  or  cheesemonger  without  the  lessor's  consent    Messrsi 
Bridger  db  CoUvm,  on  the  18th  of  November,  struck  out  the  cove- 
nant and  returned  the  draft,  observing  that  they  had  altered  it ''  in 
strict  accordance  with  the  agreement,  and  with  the  lease  of  the 
14th  of  July,  1823.    We  return  it  without  prejudice  to  the  ques* 
tion  as  to  Mr.  SowmafCs  lease."    Messrs.  Jenkinson,  on  the  21sk, 
replied  that  the  covenant,  '^  though  not  appearing  in  the  contract, 
was  a  matter  of  arrangement  between  Mr.  SneUing  and  Mr.  Thowos 
after  the  contract  was  signed,  and  the  late  Mr.  Thomas  approved  of 
the  draft  lease  with  that  covenant^  and  it  was  engrossed.   Mr. 


Thomas. 
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SneBmg  is  under  covenant  not  to  allow  the  bnsiness  of  a  grocer  or     y.-€L  B. 
cheeBemonger  in  either  of  the  five  honses  held  by  him."  1874 

On  the  24th  of  November  Messrs.  Bridger  dk  OcUins  wrote  to  snxlldiq 
say  that  their  client^  being  merely  an  administrator,  could  not  ac- 
cept a  lease  subject  to  any  underlease  or  incumbrance  not  appear- 
ing on  the  written  tontract^  without  legal  evidence;  that  they 
might  be  disposed  to  waive  SowmwCs  lease,  but  could  not  waive 
the  objection  to  the  restrictive  covenant.  To  this  Messrs.  Jenhin^ 
ton  answered  on  the  25th  of  November,  that  the  fact  of  Mr.  Charge 
Thomas  having  died  before  the  contract  was  completed  would  not 
exonerate  his  administrator  from  carrying  out  the  express  i^ee- 
ment  which  he  had  entered  into  with  Sfietting.  '*  The  contract 
between  them  was  that  the  houses  were  sold, '  subject  to  the  exist- 
ing  tenancies/  and  previously  to  the  contract  (as  Mr.  Thomas  was 
well  aware)  Mr.  SneHing  had  agreed  to  grant  to  Bowman  a  lease  of 
No.  737,  at  the  rent  of  £65  a  year,  and  no  objection  can  now  be 
taken  that  this  lease  has  been  granted.  With  regard  to  the  cove- 
nant .  .  .  the  fact  whether  it  is  or  not  injurious  and  reduces  the 
value  of  the  lease,  is  immaterial,  as  the  draft  was  approved  of  by 
Mr.  Thomas  in  his  lifetime,  was  engrossed,  and  he  had  made  an 
appointment  to  execute  it  (as  is  proved)  the  day  after  he  died." 

John  Thomas  refused  to  execute  the  counterpart  underlease,  with 
the  covenant  in  it;  and  on  the  22nd  of  May,  1871,  the  bill  was 
filed  by  SneUvng  against  John  Thomas. 

The  bill  stated  that  after  the  execution  of  the  agreement  for  a 
lease  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Souyman^  it  was  further  agreed  be- 
tween them  that  a  covenant  should  be  inserted  in  SowmaWs  lease, 
that  the  lessee  should  not  carry  on,  or  permit  to  be  carried  on 
upon  the  premises,  the  business  of  a  grocer  or  cheesemonger.  It 
stated  that  when  George  Thomas^  in  June,  became  desirous  of  pur^ 
chasing  the  Plaintiff's  interest,  Plaintiff  told  him  of  the  agreement 
with  Sowman,  and  of  the  restriction  affecting  both  houses,  and 
George  Thomas  requested  him  not  to  grant  a  lease  to  Sowman 
before  the  completion  of  the  purchase  as  he,  George  Thomas, 
was  desirous  of  himself  granting  the  lease.  It  then  stated 
the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July,  1870 ;  that  George  Thomas 
agreed  to  the  insertion  of  the  covenant^  and  to  the  terms  of  the 
draft  underlease;    his  sudden  death;    charged  that  under  the 
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VXL  B.     circumstances  the  title  was  approved  by  Qeorge  Thomcu  in  his  life- 

1874        time,  and  that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  make  any  reqm- 

Bnelliko    sitions  or  objections  in  respect  thereof;  also  that  the  Defendant, 

TBOHA&     ^<^^  George  Thanuts^s  death,  had  accepted  and  approved  the  title 

so  far  as  it  was  affected  by  the  restriction,  and  had  accepted  and 

approved  the  form  of  the  underlease  to  be  granted. 

The  bill  prayed  for  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  of 
the  6th  of  July,  1870,  the  Plaintiff  submitting  to  peif<Hin  the  same 
so  far  as  it  was  unperformed  on  his  part ;  also  for  a  dedaration 
that  ChoTffe  Thomas  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  Defendant  since  his 
decease^  had  waived  their  right  to  investigate  the  Plaintiff's  title, 
and  that  they  had  accepted  the  title  and  the  form  of  lease  as  en* 
grossed ;  that  the  Defendant  might  be  decreed  to  execute  the 
counterpart,  and  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money;  with 
other  relie£ 

The  Defendant,  by  his  anelwer,  said  that  the  statements  relating 
to  Lot  2  in  the  particulars  of  sale  were  made  entirely  from  the 
statements  of  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors ;  that  at  the  interview  of  the 
27th  of  August,  1870,  Mr.  W.  R  CoBinB  distinctly  asked  whether 
there  was  any  written  agreement  to  grant  a  lease  to  Soumanf  and 
was  told  there  was  not ;  that  the  29th  of  October,  1870,  was  the 
first  date  at  which  the  Defendant's  solicitors  had  any  notice  or 
suspicion  of  the  agreement  with  Bowman  ;  and  that  not  even  then 
were  they  informed  of  its  terms. 

He  further  said,  that  not  until  the  18th  of  November,  1870, 
when  the  draft  of  the  proposed  underlease  to  the  Defendant  was 
sent^  were  he  or  his  solicitors  aware  of  the  lease  having  been 
granted  to  Bowman  ;  and  that  the  letter  of  the  21st  of  November 
was  the  first  intimation  he  or  his  solicitors  ever  had  that  there  was 
any  contract  or  arrangement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Qeorgt 
Thomas  as  to  the  restriction. 

He  denied  that  he  had  adopted  the  contract  with  a  full  know- 
ledge of  the  Plaintiff's  title  with  reference  to  the  restrictions ;  said 
he  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  specificaUy  perform  the 
agreement  of  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  and  to  accept  an  underlease 
according  to  its  terms ;  that  the  insertion  of  such  a  covenant  was 
unusual,  and  would  depreciate  the  property ;  and  claimed  the 
benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 


■.»  ^  •  •  /  ■^•* 
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The  Plaintiff,  by  his  affidavit,  described  the  negotiations  with     T.-O.  B. 
Oeorge  Thomas  as  being  conducted  on^  the  express  understanding        1874 
Uiat  the  trade  of  a  grocer  and  cheesemonger  could  not  be  carried     gvsLum 
on  in  any  of  the  houses  except  Oarter*$.    He  said  that  on  the  6th     xaoius. 
of  July,  1870,  he  met  Mr.  Thomaa  by  appointment  at  Messrs.        — ^ 
Jenkifooni  office,  and  they  mutually  gave  instructions  to  Mr. 
AtMey^  the  clerk,  to  draw  up  the  agreement.    He  said, ''  I  do  not 
think  the  special  restriction  as  to  the  trades  •  •  •  was  mentioned  to 
Mr.  AteJUey  as  part  of  the  instructions  to  him  for  the  purpose  of 
drawing  up  the  said  agreement,  but  I  positively  state  that  it  was 
most  distinctly  understood  between  the  Plaintiff  and  myself  .  .  . 
that  such  special  restrictions  should  be  inserted." 

Mr.  Aiehley  said  that  Mr.  Thomaa  was  very  anxious  to  have  the 
agreement  prepared  at  once,  as  he  desired  to  shew  it  to  the  soli- 
citor of  a  building  society  of  which  he  was  a  member.  To  the 
best  of  his  recollection  nothing  whatever  was  said  at  this  interview 
either  by  the  Plaintiff  or  Mr.  Thomas  as  to  any  restrictions  about 
letting  the  houses.    He  then  deposed  as  above  stated. 

Mr.  W.  jB.  CoOina'  impression,  that  at  the  interview  of  the  27th 
of  August  he  was  informed  that  there  was  no  existing  agreement 
with  Soumuin,  was  wholly  contradicted  by  Mr.  AtoKley. 

Mr.  BieSf  a  surveyor,  deposed  that  the  restriction  would  depre- 
ciate the  property  to  the  amount  of  £250. 

Mr.  EddiB,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Deeimua  Sturges,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  property  was  sold  to  Qecrge  ThomoBf ''  subject  to  the  exist- 
ing tenancies."  He  knew  of  the  terms  on  which  the  property  was 
agreed  to  be  let  to  Souman  and  Carter,  There  can  be  no  doubt 
of  this,  for  an  underlease,  having .  in  it  this  restrictive  covenant, 
was  drafted  and  brought  to  his  attention ;  he  agreed  to  enter  into 
the  covenant ;  the  engrossment  was  prepared,  and  he  was  to  have 
executed  it  next  day,  but  died  the  same  evening.  The  Defendant 
adopts  the  contract,  and  puts  the  property  up  for  sale,  stating  the 
&ct  of  the  underlease  having  been  prepared  and  engrossed,  '^  in 
pursaance  of  the  agreement,"  and  offering  it  for  inspection.  What 
is  that  but  adoption  ? 

We  do  not  ask  the  Court  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  with  a  parol  variation ;  but  we  say  that  parol  evidence  is 
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y,<l;  B.     admiflfiible  to  explain  the  Bubject-matter  of  the  agreement :  OgUvie 
1874       V.  Fcijatnbe  (1).     We  do  not  wish  to  vary  the  term^  only  to 
SnI^o    explain  them. 

••  Supposing  the  contract  with  Oeorge  Thomas  to  liave  been  per- 

—  fectly  open,  if  he  was  acquainted  with  the  fact  of  the  existence  of 
an  incumbrance,  he  was  bound.  Here  there  is  evidenoe  of  know- 
ledge having  been  brought  to  George  Thomas  personally.  He  saw 
the  draft  underlease,  which  gave  notice  of  the  restriction :  8m\& 
y.  Capton  (2).  ^  He  had  notice,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  put  it 
on  contract " :  MeMurray  t.  Spicer  (3). 

If  C^eorge  Thomas  were  now  alive,  and  were  to  admit  the 
parol  variation,  and  his  assent  to  the  underlease  as  engrossed^ 
would  the  C6urt  allow  him  afterwards  to  shift  his  position,  and 
repudiate  his  agreement  ?  Oeorge  Thomas  was  not  a  lawyer,  and 
probably  was  not  alive  to  the  necessity  of  mentioning  the  matter 
at  the  time  to  Mr.  AtchJeg ;  but  he  was  a  grocer,  and  therefore 
likely  to  be  on  his  guard  with  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson^  for  the  Defendant  :— 

We  rely  on  the  statute.  Neither  the  administrator  nor  any  one 
else  had  any  inkling  of  this  alleged  secret  term  of  the  agreement. 
How  can  a  man  in  the  position  of  a  fiduciary  depart  from  a  written 
agreement,  unless  there  is  legal  evidence  of  some  term  which  is 
binding  on  him  under  the  statute  ?  This  claim  is  a  specimen  of 
the  very  evil  and  mischief  which  the  Staiute  of  Frauds  was  passed 
to  prevent. 

Van  V.  Corps  (4)  shews  that  "  usual "  covenants  do  not  indude 
a  covenant  in  restraint  of  trade ;  also  that  an  agreement  for  a 
lease  cannot  be  specifically  performed  with  a  variation :  Jordan  v. 
Sawkins  (5) ;  NtM'se  v.  Lord  Seymour  (6) ;  Sugden's  Vendors  and 
Purchasers  (7). 

It  is  not  as  though  no  mention  of  covenants  was  made  in  the 
contract :  it  was  stipulated  that  the  covenants  were  to  correspond 
with  those  of  the  original  lease.     UntU  the  terms  of  the  lease  to 

(1)  3  Mer,  53.  (4)  3  My.  &  K.  269. 

(2)  7  Hare,  186, 189.  (5)  1  Ves.  402. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  527,  541.  (6)  13  Beav.  264,  269. 

(7)  14th  Ed.  p.  165. 


VOL.  XYiL]  EQurry  oase&  311 

Sowman^  and  of  the  alleged  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and      V.-O.  B. 
Sawman^  became  known  to  the  Defendant's  solicitors,  for  aught        1874 
they  knew,  the  restrictive  covenant  in  the  underlease  (produced     sxiellivo 
on  the  17th  of  August)  was  in  conformity  with  a  covenant  to  the     xh«Iia«. 
same  effect  in  the  original  lease.    They  did  not  see  Sawmans  lease        — 
till  the  18th  of  November.    The  Plaintiff  tries  to  impose  upon  us 
other  and  different  covenants.    No  doubt  a  man  may  by  parol 
waive  something  which  the  law  would  otherwise  give  him ;  as, 
for  example,  a  right  to  see  the  lessor's  title,  as  in  OffUvte  v.  Fol' 
Jamie  (1) ;  but  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  waiver ;  there  was 
simply  ignorance  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant's  solicitors. 

Mr.  EddiSy  in  reply : — 

We  do  not  rely  upon  constructive  notice ;  the  question  is,  what 
was  the  contract  ?  The  proof  of  what  it  was  does  not  rest  upon 
the  evidence  of  Mr.  SneUing  alone ;  there  is  also  that  of  Mr.  Atchley. 
There  is  also  the  strong  presumption  arising  from  all  the  surround- 
ing circumstances.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  SneUvag  was 
bound  to  Sowmany  and  if  so,  the  Defendant  is  equally  bound: 
'Mky.Moxhay{2)\  Wihon  y.  Hart  (3). 

Mr.  Katfy  in  reply  on  Wilson  v.  Hart. 

Sm  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

This  case  has  occupied  a  long  time  in  discussion,  but  the  point 
of  the  defence  is  a  very  simple  one,  namely,  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
The  Plaintiff  has  to  make  out  that  the  statute  does  not  apply. 

The  Plaintiff's  statement  (and  his  affidavit  is  the  only  evidence 
iu  support  of  that  statement),  is  that,  upon  the  occasion  of  the 
interview  for  the  purchase,  he  explained  to  the  intending  purchaser 
that  there  were  certain  restrictive  engagements  or  covenants  which 
would  be  binding  on  the  purchaser,  if  and  when  his  purchase  should 
be  completed.  That  rests  entirely  and  solely  on  the  statement  of 
the  Plaintiff  himself. 

Now  the  transaction  proceeds  thus : — The  parties  go  to  a  solicitor, 
fhey  state  to  him  the  terms  of  their  contract,  he  reduces  it  into 
writing,  and  he  states  in  evidence — what  is  in  general  quite  con- 

(1)  3  Mer.  53.  (2)  2  Pb.  774.  (3)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch.  463. 
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Y.-0.  B.     sistent  with  the  statement  of  the  Plaintiff — ^that  there  was  not  one 
1874       word  mentioned  in  his  presence,  at  the  time  when  he  performed 

&KmjjsQ    ^  office,  abont  the  restrictive  covenant    80  that  I  am  quite 
justified  in  saying  that  the  alleged  acceptance  of  such  a  covenant 
rests  on  the  Plaintiff's  evidence  alone ;  for  to  carry  on  Mr.  Akh- 
ley's  version,  what  he  further  states  is,  that,  after  that  agreement 
in  writing  had  been  signed  by  the  parties,  and  he  had  had  instnic- 
tions  to  prepare  the  lease  which  was  to  be  executed  in  conse- 
quence of  them,  the  Plaintiff  came  to  him  and  informed  him 
that  he  and  Oearge  Thomas  had  agreed  about  the  restrictive  core- 
nant.    That  does  not  carry  it  any  further.     The  Plaintiff  does 
not  suggest  or  assign  any  other  time  when  the  agreement  vas 
come  to  than  the  6th  of  July,  the  date  of  the  original  treaty. 
He  does  not  say  that  any  subsequent  agreement  was  made,  but  the 
evidence  of  AteKby  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  informed  him  of  the  pa^ 
ticular  stipulation,  but  did  not  say  anything  as  to  a  restrictive  cove- 
nant being  part  of  the  contract.    The  Plaintiff  does  not  say  that  it 
was  forgotten  when  he  was  before  Atehley.   He  does  not  assign  any 
reason  why  it  was  not  inserted  as  a  part  of  the  agreement ;  but 
Atehley  says  that  on  communication  afterwards  had  with  George 
ThomaSf  and  on  his  (AtchJey'e)  information,  George  Thomas  said, 
"  Yes,  that  is  the  arrangement  we  have  come  to."    Mr.  AUAley's 
statement  is  nothing  one  way  or  the  other.    It  is  quite  consistent 
with  the  facts  as  he  states  them,  that,  after  the  parties  had  been 
before  the  solicitor's  clerk  and  had  signed  the  agreement^  they 
bethought  themselves  that  there  was  to  be  that  restrictive  covenant, 
and  that  Oeorge  Thomas  said  so.    When  at  a  later  period  the  draft 
was  read  over  to  him,  he  said,  ^ Oh,  is  that  it?"  when  they  came 
to  the  restrictive  covenant    But  that  is  not  the  agreement   It 
is  an  inference  which  Oeorge  Thomas,  if  he  were  now  alive,  might 
probably  draw.  Looking  at  this  case  in  the  same  aspect  as  if  Oeorge 
ThoTJfUM  were  now  alive,  he  might  have  said,  *^  Yes,  after  the  agree- 
ment was  come  to,  the  Plaintiff  told  me  that  h^  was  bound  by 
these  covenants,  and  I  did  say  I  did  not  care  for  thaty  and  I  com- 
pleted the  purchase ;  but  I  have  changed  my  mind."    That  would 
be  nudmn  pactum,  and  the  statute  clearly  applies.    Now  this  is,  to 
my  mind,  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  case,  there  being  nothing 
but  the  Plaintiff's  statement;   because  from  the  observations  I 
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have  made  it  will  appear  that  I  attach  no  importance  to  what  Y.-C.  B. 
Mr.  Atehley  says.  Taking  it  exactly  as  he  says,  it  is  of  no  weight  1874 
to  determine  the  question  which  is  raised.  There  is  but  one  fetct  SMEixiMa 
material^  and  that  fact  is  this,  that  there  is  a  written  agreement, 
dear,  distinct,  and  express  in  its  terms,  and  then  the  Plaintiff 
says,  **  Ton  must  add  to  that  agreement  another  stipulation  of  a 
character  very  onerous  to  you,  the  purchaser,  for  my  benefit  and 
adyantage,  and  I  ask  you  to  add  it,  because  I  say  that  that 
arrangement  was  come  to  between  us."  A  case  more  clearly 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  cannot  be  stated.  Anything  more 
dangerous  than  to  permit  a  legal  or  equitable  ,right  to  be  estab- 
lished on  such  evidence  cannot  be  conceiyed,  when,  after  the 
sudden  death  of  Thomas,  no  one  remains  who  can  throw  any  par- 
ticular light  upon  the  subject  of  these  negotiations  between  the 
partiea  The  draft  is  prepared,  and  in  consequence  of  instructions 
it  is  communicated  to  Mr.  CoUins.  The  agreement  shews  on  the 
face  of  it  that  the  lease  is  to  contain  the  covenants  contained  in 
the  original  lease,  and  I  must  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  it  was  to 
contain  no  other  conditions.  It  naturally  follows  that,  if  two 
persons  having  a  derivative  title  under  a  lease  agree  that  they 
shall  retain  it  as  under  the  original  lease,  they  retain  it  under 
the  stipulations  contained  in  that  lease,  and  no  others.  As  there 
is  nothing  to  lead  to  any  other  conclusion,  in  my  opinion  it  was 
agreed  that  the  lease  should  contain  those  covenants  and  no 
others. 

Then  it  is  said  that  he  takes  it  subject  to  the  existing  tenancies. 
The  words  of  the  agreement  in  that  respect,  I  think,  are  su£S- 
ciently  explicit :  ^  On  such  completion  the  purchaser  shall  have 
possession  of  the  premises,  and  from  that  day  be  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits,  subject  to  the  existing  tenancies."  That  is 
simply  a  qualification  of  the  right  which  the  agreement  proposes 
to  transfer  to  the  purchaser— a  qualification  of  his  interest  in  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  of  the  fact  that  he  shall  have  possession. 
He  shall  not  receive  the  rents,  or  have  possession  of  the  premises, 
otherwise  than  subject  to  the  existing  tenancies.  The  '*  existing 
tenancies  "  was  a  thing  that  was  obvious  enough,  and  about  which 
the  purchaser  did  not  care  a  straw.  He  saw  Carter  in  possession 
of  one  of  these  houses.    When  I  say  ''  these  houses,"  I  mean  the 
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Y.-G  B.     six.    Gorier  was  in  possession  of  one,  and  Sawman  in  possession  of 
1874        another.    What  did  it  concern  the  purchaser  what  the  tenancy  of 

ftJ^ifa  Carf^r  was  ?  and  as  to /Sbuwian,  he  had  entered,  and  it  is  certain  that 
at  that  time  there  was  no  binding  agreement  a3  to  a  restrictiYe 
covenant  between  Bowman  and  the  Plainti£  In  my  opinion  it 
would  be  a  great  hardship  on  Qeorge  Thomas^  if  he  were  now  alive, 
under  these  ciroumstances  to  say  that  he  was  bound  to  accept  a  lease 
with  these  restrictiye  covenants ;  and  it  would  be  a  much  greater 
hardship,  and  directly  against  the  law,  to  say  that  bis  l^al 
personal  representative,  who  is  bound  to  carry  out  his  intestate's 
contract^  and  who  is  bound  not  to  add  anything  to  that  contract, 
nor  to  burthen  the  estate  with  anything  which  the  estate  was  not 
burthened  with  in  the  intestate's  lifetime,  must  accept  such  a 
lease. 

The  answer  founded  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds  seems  to  me  to 
be  clearly  made  out,  and  I  cannot  treat  this  stipulation  about  the 
restrictive  covenants  otherwise  than  as  a  distinct  and  collateral 
agreement,  which  differs  entirely  from  the  subject-matter  and  the 
tenor  of  the  writing,  and  which  would  throw  upon  the  purchaser 
a  burthen  of  no  inconsiderable  amount,  for  it  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  to  agree  to  be  bound  by  these  covenants  would  be 
to  diminish  the  value  of  the  property  by  £250.  That  is  not  a 
sum  which  is  lightly  to  be  taken  out  of  this  testator^s  estate.  In 
my  opinion,  therefore,  the  evidence  clearly  establishes,  according 
to  the  Plaintiff's  own  shewing,  that  an  agreement  not  reduced  into 
writing  subsisted  between  him  and  Qeorge  Thomae^  and  that  there 
has  been  no  act  of  part  performance,  and  no  recognition.  The 
transaction  of  the  sale  does  not  in  the  slightest  degree  confirm  the 
Plaintiff's  view,  but  it  is  consistent  with  all  that  the  Defendant 
now  says.  He  is,  under  the  agreement,  bound  to  take  a  lease  with 
the  covenants  contained  in  the  original  lease,  and  with  no  others 
To  suffer  the  Plaintiff— now  that  Qeorge  Thomae  is  dead  (and 
whether  he  were  dead  or  alive  it  would  be  the  same) — to  establish 
such  a  case  by  his  own  evidence  alone,  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  to 
encounter  that  very  danger  wliich  the  Statute  of  Fraude  was  de- 
signed to  prevent ;  and,  therefore,  I  think  the  Plaintiff  &ils  in 
his  demand  to  have  a  specific  performance  of  any  contract^  other 
than  that  which  the  Defendant  expresses  his  present  readiness  to 
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execute,  and  which  he  says  he  has  always  been  ready  to  execute 
whenever  a  proper  document  was  presented  to  him  for  that 
purpose. 

Nobody  is  taken  by  surprise  in  this,  for  the  matter  was  fully 
considered  by  the  professional  advisers  on  both  sides.  The  objec- 
tions taken  by  the  Defendant  are  pointed  out  in  an  opinion  of  Mr. 
George  Long^s  among  others,  and  in  the  correspondence  Mr.  Long 
states  fully  and  distinctly  the  only  grounds  on  which  the  Defen- 
dant resists  the  performance  of  that  agreement  which  the  Plaintiff 
insists  on,  whilst  he  expresses  his  readiness  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment which  alone  he  is  bound  to  perform.  If  after  all  these  nego- 
tiations and  this  careful  consideration  of  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
a  Plaintiff  insists  on  making  a  dispute  the  subject  of  litigation  in 
this  Court,  I  think  he  must,  in  all  reason  and  justice,  pay  the  costs 
oifit.  

The  following  is  a  minute  of  the  order : — 

The  Defendant  baving  submitted  by  his  answer  specifically  to  perfonn  the 
written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  in  the  bill  mentioned,  and  to  accept 
an  underlease  in  strict  accordance  with  the  terms  of  such  agreement, 

DimisB  the  bill  with  costs. 


y.-c.  B. 

1874 


Shblliho 
Thomas. 


Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Jenkinaan,  Owen,  dt  Olivers. 
Solicitors  Cor  the  Defendant :  Messrs,  Bridger  d  OoUine. 
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V..C.  H.  GILL  V.  DOWNING. 

^^*  [1872    G.    78.] 

Policy — Mortgage  —  Payment  of  Premiums  hy  Mortgagees — Salvage — Lien  -^ 

Interest. 

A  policy  of  assurance  on  the  life  of  G.,  granted  to  a  trustee  for  her^  was 
assigned  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  proceeds  at  the  death  of  G.  for 
the  benefit  of  (7.  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation, 
and  after  her  death  upon  trusts  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ^ 
pointment  for  the  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to  her  personal  estate.  The 
trustees  had  power  to  pay  the  premiums.  Notice  was  given  to  the  assurance 
company  of  the  assignment.  C.  subsequently,  by  a  deed  to  which  0.  was  a 
party,  appointed  the  policy  and  the  moneys  to  become  due  thereon  to  the 
Plaintiffs  to  secure  the  repayment  of  moneys  (with  interest  at  5  per  cent) 
advanced  to  G,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  C.  and  children.  Notice  was 
given  to  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  settlement  and  to  the  assurance  company. 
The  Plaintiffs  had,  in  consequence  of  the  'trustee  and  others  interested  in  the 
policy  refusing  to  pay  them,  paid  the  premiums  and  kept  the  policy  on  foot. 
Ob  the  death  of  G.  the  assurance  company  paid  the  policy  moneys  to  the 
trustees,  who  refused  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs  the  sums  due  to  them.  The 
policy  moneys  were  afterwards  paid  into  Court. 

On  bill  filed  by  the  Plaintiffs :— 

Held,  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  repaid  at  once  the  moneys  which  they 
had  advanced  for  the  payment  of  ihe  premiums  with  interest  at  4  per  cent, 
and  1  per  cent,  more  on  the  death  of  C. 

Jl>T  a  settlement  in  December,  1847|  on  the  marriage  of  the 
Defendant  Gard/wdl  Chetham  and  the  Defendant  Eliza  Jess  Chelham 
(formerly  E.  J.  Kerr),  to  which  her  mother,  EUzdheOi  OreawSy 
was  a  party,  the  husband,  0.  Chetham,  assigned  to  the  Defendant 
Downing  and  another  trustee  (now  deceased)  all  his  interests  under 
the  will  of  his  grandfather,  Eenry  CardweU,  upon  trust,  after  the 
death  of  his  mother,  or  sooner  with  her  consent^  to  convert  the 
same  into  money,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  and  to  pay  the 
income  to  the  Defendant  E.  J.  Chetham  during  her  life  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use,  and  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her 
decease  in  trust  to  hold  the  capital  and  income  as  she  should  by 
deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  in  trust  for  the 
person  or  persons  (including  any  husband  of  Mrs.  Chelham)  who 
would  be  entitled  to  her  personal  estate  at  her  decease  in  case  she 
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died  intestate.  E.  J.  Chetham  and  HmheOi  Qreaves  assigned  unto  V.-0.  H. 
the  same  trosteeSi  their  executois^  &e.,  a  policy  of  assurance  on  1874 
the  life  of  E.  Oreaves  granted  by  the  Argus  Life  Assurance  Ccm-  q^^ 
fany  to  E.  J.  Chetham  (who  was  in  fact,  and  was  therein  stated  to 
be,  a  trustee  for  E.  Oreaves)^  dated  the  2nd  of  August,  1843,  for 
the  sum  of  £499,  subject  to  the  payment  of  an  annual  premium  of 
£20  19a.  2d.,  and  the  said  sum  of  £499,  and  all  other  moneys 
thereby  insured  or  to  become  payable  by  virtue  of  the  policy. 
The  trustees  were,  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Chreavee,  to  get  in  the 
policy  moneys,  and  to  inyest  and  hold  the  same  upon  trusts 
similar  to  those  above  set  forth.  Cardwdl  Chetham  covenanted 
with  the  trustees  to  pay  the  annual  premiums,  to  keep  the  policy 
on  foot,  and  not  to  do  anything  whereby  the  policy  might  become 
void ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  trustees  might,  if  they  should 
think  fit,  apply  any  part  of  the  income,  or,  if  that  should  be  in- 
sofficient,  any  part  of  the  capital  of  the  trust  property,  in  payment 
of  the  premiums.  Notice  of  the  assignment  of  the  policy  by  that 
deed  was  immediately  given  to  the  assurance  company.  By  an 
indenture  dated  the  31st  of  October,  1866,  between  Mrs.  Chetham, 
Mrs.  Oreaves,  and  the  Plaintiffs,  which  recited  the  settlement  of 
1847 ;  that  the  Plaintiff  OiU  had  advanced  Mrs.  Greaves  moneys 
on  the  security  of  her  promissory  note,  and,  as  was  intended,  on  the 
coUateral  security  of  Mrs.  Chetham,  under  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment in  the  settlement  (which,  with  the  policy,  was  left  with  the 
Plaintiff  QUI)  that  the  Plaintiff  QUI  had  advanced  other  moneys 
on  the  like  security ;  that  the  Plaintiff  WUkinsony  had  advanced 
moneys  to  Mrs.  Oreaves,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent.,  Mrs.  Chetham 
having  agreed  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  same  by  an  assign- 
ment of  the  policy,  and  Mrs.  Oreaves  having  given  a  bond  for  the 
same ;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  paid  one  half-yearly  premium  on  the 
policy,  and  that  all  the  moneys  advanced  (in  the  aggregate 
£509  4s.  Id.)  were  owing;  Mrs.  Chetham  appointed  that  the 
policy  and  the  moneys  to  become  due  by  virtue  thereof  should  be 
held  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plain- 
tifig  Om  and  Wilkinson,  their  executors,  &c. ;  that  the  Plaintiffs 
should  be  paid  by  the  trustees  any  sum  which  they  or  either  of 
them  had  advanced  for  the  payment  of  the  premiums,  with  interest 
at  5  per  cent  and  expenses,  and  also  the  principal  moneys  and 
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V.^.  H.  interest  owing  to  them.  The  deed  contained  a  power  of  sale 
1S74  enabling  the  Plaintiffs  or  the  suryiyor  to  sell  the  policy.  Notice  of 
^^  the  deed  of  October,  I8669  was  given  to  the  surviving  trustee  of 
-^  ^'  the  settlement  of  1847,  and  to  the  assurance  company.  In  1853 
^—  Mr.  Chdham  deserted  his  wife  and  children.  The  husband  and 
wife  had  ever  since  lived  separate,  and  the  wife  and  children,  after 
such  separation,  lived  with,  and  were  almost  entirely  supported  by, 
Mrs.  Oreaves,  to  whom,  in  fact,  the  Plaintiffs  advanced  their 
moneys,  at  the  request  of  Mrs.  Ohetham,  for  the  use  of  both  Mrs. 
Chdham  and  Mrs.  Oreaves.  Mrs.  Oreave^  in  December,  1866, 
executed  a  deed  of  composition,  and  agreed  to  pay  her  creditors 
28. 6(2.  in  the  pound.  The  Plaintiffs  received  in  the  aggr^;ate  about 
£80.  That  deed  provided  that  the  payments  made  to  the  creditois 
should  be  without  prejudice  to  any  securities  held  by  them  in 
respect  of  their  debts.  From  August^  1866,  to  February,  1871, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Chetham,  and  the  Defendant  Downinff,  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  settlement  of  1847,  refused  to  pay  the  half-yearly 
premiums  which  became  due  during  that  period,  and  the  Plaintiffi 
paid  them — ^in  the  aggregate  £104 158. 10(2.  Mrs.  Qreave$  died  in 
June,  1871,  insolvent  The  assurance  company  paid  the  policy 
moneys  to  the  Defendant  Dawning,  and  he  having  refused  to  pay  the 
Plaintiffs  the  sums  due  to  them  on  the  mortgage  security,  and  the 
sum  for  keeping  the  policy  on  foot^  the  Plainti£b  filed  this  bill,  and, 
after  alleging  that  by  paying  the  premiums  they  prevented  the  entire 
forfeiture  of  the  policy  and  preserved  the  moneys  assured  tat  the 
benefit  of  all  the  parties  interested  under  the  settlement*  and 
submitting  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  sums  advanced 
by  them,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  prayed  in  effect  for  an 
account^  and  for  a  declaration  that  they  were  entitled  to  be  re- 
paid out  of  the  policy  moneys  the  sums  that  might  be  found  due, 
with  interest  at  5  per  cent  from  the  dates  when  the  preminms 
were  pai<L  The  Plaintiffs  also  prayed  that  the  balance  of  the 
policy  moneys  might  be  invested  for  the  benefit  of  ^themselves  and 
the  other  persons  interested  under  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of 
1847,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  suit  might  be  provided  for.  The 
moneys  had  been  paid  into  Court 

Mr.  Diehinson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JoUife^  for  the  Plaintifis,  after 
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stating  the  facts,  contended  that  they  ought,  considering  the     V.-G.  H. 
decision  in  Shearman  t.  British  Empire  Midtud  Life  Asmirance        1874 
-Company  (1),  where  the  legal  personal  representative  of  a  mort-       q^ 
gagor  who  had  deposited  a  policy  on  his  life,  and  who,  after  being    j^^^jj^^ 

adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  and  thereby  relieved  from  the  obligation,        

yet  continued  to  pay  the  premiums  tOl  his  death,  some  years  after- 
wards, was  held  to  be  entitled  to  be  paid  the  premiums  with  4 
per  cent.,  to  be  repaid  the  sums  which  they  had  advanced  in  the 
nature  of  salvage  moneys.  They  admitted  that  they  could  not 
4iak  that  more  than  4  per  cent,  interest  should  be  paid  at  present 
to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Prior,  for  Mrs.  Chetham,  after  referring  to  the  cases 
otBurridge  v.  Bow  (2),  where  it  was  held  that  without  any  con- 
tract the  mere  fact  of  making  payments  of  premiums,  however 
necessary  that  nught  be  for  the  preservation  of  the  property,, 
ifoold  not  give  the  party  making  them  any  title  to  the  property ; 
and  Olaek  v.  SoUand  (3),  which  shewed  that  a  trustee,  having  a 
duty  to  perform  to  keep  up  a  policy,  and  the  means  of  procuring 
fimds  for  that  purpose,  could  himself  acquire  no  lien  on  the  policy 
Idr  premiums  paid  out  of  his  own  moneys,  but  that  if  he  had  no 
fimds  properly  applicable  for  keeping  up  the  policy,  he  might 
advance  moneys  for  the  premiums,  and  for  them  would  have  a 
lien  on  the  policy ;  admitted  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  preserved  the 
policy  from  forfeiture,  but  contended  that  their  interest  was,  under 
the  settlement,  in  reversion  only  expectant  on  the  death  of  Mrs. 
-Cheiham  ;  that  she  had  a  life  interest  to  her  separate  use,  without 
power  of  anticipation,  in  the  income  of  the  trust  fund ;  that  the 
Pkintifis  had  paid  the  premiums  voluntarily  and  not  at  her  request ; 
and  that  the  moneys  paid,  and  interest,  which  should  be  only  at 
the  rate  of  4  per  cent.*,  ought,  if  at  all,  to  be  added  to  the  moneys 
owing  on  the  mortgage,  and  not  paid  until  after  her  death.  He  also 
submitted  that  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  as  against  Mrs.- 
CkeiBiam,  and  the  Plaintiffs  ordered  to  pay  her  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  lAndUtfj  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Whitethead,  were  for  the  trustee. 
Ko  one  appeared  for  Mr.  Cheiham. 

0)  Iaw  Bep.  14  Eq.  4.         (2)  1  Y.  &  0.  Ch.  183.         (3)  19  Bcav.  262. 
Vol.  XVII.  2  A  2 
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V.-a  H.  Mr.  Dtekinson,  in  reply,  contended  that  the  principle  of  the 
1874  decision  in  Burndge  y.  Bow  (1)  was,  that  no  person  should  enjoy  the 
Gill       payments  of  another  without  first  repaying  the  sums  advanced. 

DoTOWG  ^^  Plaintiffs  had  preserved  the  policy,  and  they  were  entitled  to 
— — *  be  immediately  repaid  the  premiums,  and  ought  not  to  be  kept 
out  of  their  moneys  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Ohetham. 

Sib  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  Flaintifis  who  paid  the  premiums  must 
be  repaid  them,  though  they  acquired  no  property  in  the  policy. 
There  are  in  the  deed,  which  provides  for  the  payment  of  the  policy 
moneys,  no  clauses  that  exclude  the  equitable  right  of  the  Plaintiffs^ 
and  therefore  I  hold  that  they  are  entitled  to  be  paid  at  once  the 
sums  which  they  have  advanced  for  keeping  the  policy  on  foot,  with 
interest  at  4  per  cent.,  and  that  they  are  also  entitled  to  a  chaige 
for  the  extra  £1  per  cent,  upon  the  reversion  of  the  fund  as  pro- 
vided by  the  [mortgage  deed.  The  fund  must  remain  in  Conrt 
until  the  death  of  Mrs.  Chetham,  when  it  will  be  payable  to  those 
interested  in  it 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Bower  dt  Cotton,  agents  for  Messrs.  GtS, 
Badford,  &  QUI,  Mcmchesler  ;  Mr.  Q.  J.  Brownlow,  agent  for  Mr. 
Biehard  Brown,  Stockport. 


Jan,  15. 


v.c.H.  CURNICK  V.  TUCKER. 

i53i  [1870    C.  .  241.] 

WiU — Construction — Life  Interest — Precatory  Trus^ — Potver  of  AppotntmeRt 

Testator  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix,  and  left  to  her  all  his  property, 
landed  and  personal,  of  every  description,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  in 
the  full  confidence  that  she  would  so  dispose  of  it  amongst  all  their  childreo, 
during  her  lifetime  and  at  her  decease,  doing  equal  justice  to  all  of  them^- 

Seid,  that  the  wife  took  a  life  interest,  with  a  power  of  appointment 
amongst  the  children  as  she  might  think  fit. 

John  TVCKEB,  who  died  on  the  7th  of  December,  1866,  by 
his  w31,  made  on  the  4th  of  that  month,  said :  '*  I  hereby  appoint 

(1)  1  Y.  &  C.  Ch.  183. 


V, 

TuoKn. 
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my  dear  wife,  EUaabelh  Tueker,  sole  executrix,  to  whom  I  leave  all     v.jO.  h. 
my  property,  landed^  personal,  and  of  every  description  whatso-    '  1874 
ever  and  wheresoever,  for  her  sole  nse  and  benefit,  in  the  full  con-     CuBinaK 
fidence  that  she  will  so  dispose  of  it  amongst  all  our  children,  both 
durmg  her  lifetime  and  at  her  decease,  doing  equal  justice  to  each 
and  all  of  them." 

The  testator  left  seven  children,  all  of  whom  had  attained 
twenty-one  years  of  age.  His  estate,  real  and  personal,  was,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  valued  at  £12,000.  The  suit  was  instituted 
for  a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  interested  in  the 
estate,  and  for  an  administration  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  by  the 
Court 

9 

Mr.  Dickinson^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  Plaintiffs  (three 
daughters  of  the  testator  and  their  husbands) : — 

The  testator  has,  by  the  words  which  he  has  used,  created  a 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death 
for  his  children.  The  words  *'  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit "  do  not 
exclude  a  trusteeship.  In  Hart  v.  Tribe  (1)  the  gift  was  to  the 
wife  for  her  own  and  the  children's  benefit,  as  she  should  think  fit, 
the  testator  being  convinced  that  she  would  dispose  of  the  money 
conscientiously,  and  recommending  her  not  to  diminish  the  prin- 
cipal ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  trust  for  the  wife  for  life  and  the 
capital  for  the  children.  Oidly  v.  Oregoe  (2)  was  a  stronger  case 
than  this  in  fSftvour  of  an  absolute  gift  to  the  wife,  for  the  gift  there 
was  of  residue  to  her  for  her  own  sole  use  and  benefit  for  ever,  the 
testator  feeling  assured  and  having  every  confidence  that  she  would 
dispose  of  the  same  equitably  amongst  her  two  daughters  and  their 
children ;  but  the  decision  was  that  she  took  only  a  life  interest, 
with  a  power  of  appointment.  The  words  used  by  the  testator  in 
Shovdton  v.  ShoveUon  (3)  were  very  similar,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  wife  took  only  a  life  interest.  The  case  of  Ware  v.  Mallard  (4) 
was,  perhaps,  more  like  the  present  than  any  other.  The  gift  was 
to  a  wife,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and 
for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  in  full  confidence  that  she  would  in 

(1)  18  Bear.  215.  (3)  32  Beav.  143. 

(2)  24  Ibid.  185.  (4)  16  Jur.  492. 

2  A2  2 
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V.^.H.  every  respect  appropriately  apply  the  same  for  the*  benefit  of  his 

1874  children ;  and  it  was  held  that  a  trust  was  created.    It  is  snb- 

CuraioK  nutted,  therefore,  that  Mrs^  Tucker  is  only  entitled  to  a  life  interest 


TUOKBB. 


Mr.  Crreene,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Bush,  for  Mrs.  Tucker : — 

There  is  no  precatory  trust  raised  in  this  ease,  but  thero  is  a 
dear,  express,  and  absolute  gift  to  the  wife,  who  was  appointed 
sole  executrix,  of  everything  which  the  testator  possessed^ for  her 
sole  use  and  benefit,"  and  she  is  entitled  to  dispose  of  it  as  she 
may  think  fit.  This  construction  is  supported  by  the  decisions  in 
Wdib  V.  Wools  (1)  and  Thorp  v.  Owen  (2).  In  the  former  case 
there  was  a  similar  bequest,  the  words  being  for  a  wife's  sole  use, 
in  confidence  that  she  would  disppse  of  it  for  the  joint  benefit  of 
herself  and  her  children ;  and  the  Court  held  that  there  was  do 
precatory  trust  created ;  and  in  the  latter,  which  was  a  case  of 
great  importance  on  this  subject,  there  were  trusts  for  mainte- 
nance, which,  it  is  clear,  may  be  created  by  precatory  words.  Mrs. 
TSicker  being  the  absolute  owner,  it  is  submitted  that  the  bill  ooght 
to  be  dismissed. 

[They  also  referred  to  Eaiohins  on  Wills  (3)  and  the  comments 
on  the  cases  there  cited,  and  to  Lambe  v.  Eames  (4).] 

Mr.  H.  A*  Oiffard  appeared  for  Defendants  (other  daughters  of 
the  testator  and  their  husbands),  but  took  no  part  in  the  argument; 
and 

Mr.  Yate  Lee,  for  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

Sir  Charles  ELaxl,  V.O.  : — 

If  this  case  had  come  before  me  after  the  decision  of  Yice- 
Chancellor  Kinderdey  in  Wdlb  v.  Wools  (5),  and  before  the  deci- 
sions in  the  other  cases  referred  to,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to 
hold  that  Mrs.  Tucker  took  this  property  absolutely.  In  Palmer 
V.  Simmonds  (6),  which  was  also  before  Vice-Chancellor  Kinders- 

(1)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  267.  (4)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  267;  Ibid. 

(2)  2  Hare,  607.  6  Ch.  697. 

(3)  Page  164,  et  seq.  (6)  2  Sim.  (N.S.)  267. 

(6)  2  Drew.  22L 
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hif,  the  gift  was  one  of  residue  to  tlie  legatee,  his  heirs,  executors,  V.-G.  H. 
administrators,  and  assigns,  for  ever,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit,  1874 
the  testator  having  full  confidence  that,  if  he  should  die  without  Odxnxok 
issue,  he  would,  after  providing  for  his  widow  for  her  life,  leave  xuom. 
the  bulk  of  such  residue  to  the  persons  named  equally ;  and  the  — 
yice-Chancellor  expressed  an  opinion  that,  but  for  the  uncertainty 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift,  he  should  have  considered  himself 
bound  by  the  authorities  to  hold  that  the  legatee  took  only  a  life 
interest,  with  remainder  to  the  children.  That  case  is,  no  doubt, 
closely  like  the  present,  after  eliminating  the  uncertainty  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  gift,  that  being  one  of  the  difficulties  felt  in 
that  case ;  and  I  therefore  think  that  the  observations  of  Vice- 
chancellor  Kindersley  are  strongly  in  favour  of  my  holding  that 
there  is  a  trust  in  this  case,  and  that  Bart  v.  Tribe  (1),  QuUy  v. 
Cregae  (2),  and  Ware  v.  Mallard  (3)  are  authorities  which  support 
the  view  that  a  trust  has  been  created  in  favour  of  the  children. 
The  case  most  like  the  present  is  Ware  v.  Mallard^  and  I  do  not 
think  that  the  language  of  the  codicil  in  that  case,  which  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  property  given  to  the  wife  should  be  disposed 
of  by  her  for  the  same  intents  and  purposes  as  his  other  pro- 
perty, makes  any  substantial  distinction.  I  do  not  think  the  will 
there  is  really  distinguishable  from  the  present ;  and  therefore,  in 
the  absence  of  any  other  authority  more  closely  applicable  to  the 
view  put  forth  on  behalf  of  Mrs.  Tucker,  I  consider  that  I  am  not 
at  liberty  to  hold  otherwise  than  that  there  is  a  gift  to  her  for  life, 
with  a  trust  imposed  upon  the  property  in  favour  of  the  children, 
and  frith  a  power  to  her  of  disposition  between  or  amongst  them 
in  such  shares  as  she  may  think  fit.  I  have  been  referred  to  the 
case  of  Lambe  v.  Eamee  (4)  as  being  in  favour  of  my  holding  this 
to  be  an  absolute  gift  to  Mrs.  Tueker  ;  but  in  that  case  there  were 
80  many  special  drcnmstances  which  may  account  for  the  decision 
arrived  at,  that  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  considered  an  authority  to 
govern  this  case,  and  to  require  me  to  hold  that  the  testator  meant 
that  his  wife  should  have  liberty  to  give  away  the  property  from 
the  children.    I  hold,  therefore,  that  this  is  a  gift  to  Mrs.  Twher 

(1)  18  Bcav.  215.  (2)  24  Beav.  185.  (3)  16  Jur.  492. 

(4)  Law  Bep.  10  Eq.  267 ;  IblcL  6  Ch.  597. 
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V.-a  H.     for  life,  with  a  power  of  disposition  amongst  her  children  in  her 
1874        lifetime,  or  by  deed  or  will,  as  she  may  think  fit 


9.  Solicitors :  Messrs.  Wood,  Street,  &  Eayter,  agents  for  Mr.  W.  Day, 

""^  Devices  ;  Messrs.  Parh  Nelson  dt  Morgan,  agents  for  Messrs.  J.  & 
Q.  JV.  Tanner,  Speenhandand ;  Messrs.  Venning,  Bobins,  d  Venning, 
agents  for  Messrs.  Cdlh  <&  Smtih,  Salisbury ;  Mr.  Brotcnlow. 


V.O.  H.  TAYLOR  V.  TAYLOR. 

im  In  re  TAYLOR'S  ESTATE  ACT. 


Jan,  16.       jf^m — jjnnuUff — Charge — Corpus  or  Income — Distress  and  Entry — Dmse  iu 
^  Strict  Settlement — Arrears  a  continuing  Charge  on  Income, 

Testator  gave  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  tmstees  for 
a  term  of  eleven  years  from  his  decease,  npon  tmst  to  pay  ont  of  the  rents, 
interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds,  certain  life  annuities ;  and  he  directed  that 
the  residue  of  the  rents,  &c.,  should,  during  the  term,  he  accumulated  for  the 
henefit  of  the  person  who  should  become  entitled  to  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  at  the  expiration  of  the  term ;  and  after  the  determinatioQ  of 
the  tenn  he  devised  his  real  estate,  subject  to  and  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  annuities  for  the  residue  of  the  lives,  with  powers  of  distress  and 
entry  for  the  recovery  of  the  same,  as  if  the  same  had  been  secured  by  a 
lease  for  years,  unto  the  trustees,  in  strict  settlement : — 

Bdd,  that  the  arrears  and  the  annuities  were  not  charged  upon  the 
corpus,  but  upon  the  income,  and  must  be  paid  out  of  the  income  and  future 
income,  so  far  as  any  might  be  required. 

Petition— FURTHER  consideration. 

Joseph  Taylor,  T?ho  died  in  April,  1839,  by  his '  vill,  dated  in 
1887,  after  directing  that  all  his  just  debts  should  be  paid  by  his 
executors,  and  bequeathing  certain  pecuniary  legacies,  and  maloDg 
a  specific  deyise  of  one  of  his  real  estates,  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  the  residue  of  his  real  estate  situate  at  Bv/ndet  or  elsewhere, 
and  his  personal  estate,  unto  three  trustees  (whom  he  appointed 
executors),  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for 
the  term  of  eleven  years,  from  the  day  of  his  decease.  Upon  trost 
to  pay  out  of  the  rents,  interest^  dividends,  and  proceeds  to  arise 
from  the  said  real  and  personal  estates,  the  sum  of  £500  per 
annum  to  his  wife  (who  died  in  April,  1848)  for  her  life,  if  she 
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should  80  long  continue  his  widow ;  the  sum  of  £75  per  annum     v.-a  u. 
unto  and  equally  among  his  three  nieces  named  and  the  surviyor  ;       1874 
and  the  sum  of  £500  per  annum  (in  the  eyents  which  had  hap-     TjmM 
pened)  to  the  two  Petitioners,  E.  K  and  C.  Waitiwwe^  for  their         ^* 

separate  use  during  their  liyes  and  the  suryiyor  of  them.    The       

testator  directed  that  the  residue  of  the  rents,  interest,  diyidends,  tatloa'b 
and  proceeds  should,  during  the  said  term  of  eleyen  years,  be  ^^^™^- 
accumulated,  in  manner  in  the  will  mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  person  who  should  become  entitled  to  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  on  the  expiration  of  that  term ;  and  after  the  deter- 
mination of  that  term,  he  deyised  all  his  real  estate  at  Hunslet  or 
elsewhere,  subject  neyertheless  to  and  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  three  annuities  for  the  residue  of  the  respectiye  liyes  of  the 
annuitants,  and  the  liyes  or  life  of  the  suryiyors  and  suryiyor  of 
them,  with  powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  the  recoyery  of  the 
said  seyeral  annuities,  as  if  the  same  had  been  respectiyely  secured 
by  a  lease  for  years  unto  the  three  trustees,  th*eir  heirs  and  assigns ; 
to  the  use  of  his  great-nephew  Joseph  Taylor  and  his  assigns  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  and  their  heirs  to  pre- 
senre  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Jo9eph  TayloT^B  first  and  other  sons  successiyely  in  tail  with  re- 
mainders oyer. 

The  will  was  proyed  by  one  executor ;  the  other  two  renounced 
and  disclaimed  the  trusts.  In  1843  a  suit  was  instituted  for  ad- 
ministration of  the  trusts,  and  certain  proceedings,  not  material  to 
be  referred  to,  had  taken  place  therein.  Under  the  proyisions  of  an 
Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  session  of  1866,  the  tenant  for  life 
sold  the  real  estate  at  Hwidet  discharged  of  the  aboye-mentioned 
estates,  charges,  and  interests,  and  paid  the  proceeds  of  sale  into 
Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause— ^  the  account  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  the  EiimsUt  property  " — and  the  same  had  been  inyested, 
and  that  estate  was  now  represented  by  a  sum  of  £12,899  6s.  2d. 
£3  per  Cent.  Consols,  and  a  further  sum  of  oyer  £1000  accumula- 
tions. The  annuity  of  the  Petitioners  was,  down  to  the  year  1858, 
paid  in  full,  but  since  that  period  they  had  receiyed  less  in  each  year 
than  the  full  amount^  and  the  arrears  were  now  oyer  £1800.  The 
reason  giyen  by  the  tenant  for  life  for  non-payment  of  the  full 
-amount  of  the  annuities,  was  insufficiency  of  annual  income  of  the 
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V.*C.  H.    estate.    The  tenant  for  life  of  the  estate  and  his  eldest  son  had 
1874       by  deed  barred  the  entail.    The  Petitioners  contended  that  the 

tItlob     airears  and  continuing  payments  of  their  annnity  were  a  charge 

T  ^u)       °P^^  ^®  corpus  and  capital  of  the  settled  estates,  or  that  they  con- 
stitnted  a  continuing  charge  upon  the  rents,  profits,  and  annual 

TATLob'B  income,  and  that  such  arrears  ought  to  be  raised  and  paid,  and 
Estate^  di  ^^^  provision  made  for  future  payment  of  the  annuity ;  and  prayed 
for  an  account  of  the  arrears ;  for  an  inquiry  to  ascertain  wbat 
property  now  remained  charged  with  the  arrears  and  continuing 
annuity ;  that  the  arrears  might  be  raised  and  paid  out  of  the 
corpus  and  capital  of  the  property  charged  with  the  annuity ;  and 
that  provision  might  be  made  for  keeping  down  the  continning 
annuity  out  of  the  rents,  profits,  and  income,  or,  if  they  shonld 
prove  insufficient^  out  of  the  said  carpus  and  capital.  The  Chief 
Clerk  having  made  his  certificate,  shewing,  ifUer  alia,  what  the 
arrears  amounted  to,  the  Petition  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon 
further  consideration. 

Mr.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  C.  WrigJity  for  the  Petitioners^ 
contended  that,  upon  the  authorities  of  Birch  v.  SherraU  (1)  and 
Booth  V.  CovUon  (2),  and  especially  having  regard  to  the  powers  of 
distress  and  entry,  that  these  annuities  were  a  charge  upon  the 
corpus^  and  that  the  Petitioners  were  entitled  to  be  paid  all  the 
arrears  which  were  due  to  them  out  of  the  corpus ;  or,  if  that 
should  not  be  the  view  of  the  Court,  then  that  the  arrears  ought 
to  be  declared  to  be  a  continuing  charge  upon  the  income  and 
future  income,  so  far  as  it  might  be  required. 

Mr.  Lindley,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Batter,  for  Bespondents,  re- 
ferred to  Hindle  v.  Taylor  (3),  Addecott  v.  AddecoU  (4),  and  Baker  t. 
Baker  (5),  and  contended  that  the  language  of  the  testator  clearly 
indicated  that  he  did  not  intend  to  give  the  annuitants  a  charge 
upon  the  corpus  ;  that  the  words  used  by  the  testator  were  far 
less  strong  than  those  used  in  Birch  y.  SherraU,  in  which  case 
Hindle  v.  Taylor  was  not  cited ;  that  there  was  not  a  trust  here  as 
in  Booth  v.  Cotiltonj  and  that  the  remedy  given  to  the  annuitanta 
of  distress  and  entry  was  personal  to  them,  and  their  only  remedy. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  644.  (3)  20  Beav.  109 

(2)  Ibid.  6  Ch.  684.  (4)  29  IbicL  460. 

(5)  6  H.  L.  C.  616. 
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Haring  assamed,  for  the  purpose  of  argument,  that  the  annuitie  V.-0.  H. 

were  not  a  charge  upon  the  c<nytts,  but  upon  the  income,  they  1S74 

relied  upon  the  direction  to  accumulate,  as  shewing  that  they  were  tIytIob 

to  be  paid  out  of  the  income  da  anno  in  annum,  and  that  if  any  ^  *- 

arrears  accrued,  they  would  not  be  a  continuing  charge  upon  the        

income  after  the  deaths  of  the  annuitants.  Tatlob's 

E0TATK  Aor. 

Mr.  Bridawe,  in  reply,  submitted  that  the  decision  in  Hindle  t. 
Taylor  (1)  was  not  reconcilable  with  that  in  Birch  t.  Sherratt  (2) ; 
that  Baker  v.  Baker  (3)  was  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present 
case ;  and  after  referring  to  Carter  y.  Salt  (4),  Oupit  v.  Jack9(m  (5), 
and  Foster  t.  Smith  (6),  contended  that,  taking  the  will  as  it  stood, 
there  was  a  dear  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  charge 
the  estates  devised  with  the  annuities,  and  that  therefore  the 
Petitioners  were,  if  the  annuities  should  not  be  kept  down  out  of 
the  income  arising  from  the  estate  and  the  fund  in  Court,  entitled 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus* 

Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  one  of  construction  upon  the  will 
of  Joseph  Tatflor.  The  first  part  of  the  will  is  a  disposition  by  the 
testator  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  eleven  years  after  his  decease; 
and  a  provision  for  the  payment  of  certain  annuities  out  of  the 
rents,  interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  to  arise  from  his  estates. 
These  payments  are  unquestionably  to  be  made  out  of  income  for 
eleven  years,  and  it  is  impossible  to  successfully  argue  upon  the 
language  used  so  far,  that  the  annuities  are  a  charge  upon  the 
corpus.  The  question  is  whether,  under  the  subsequent  disposi- 
tion, the  annuities  or  the  arrears,  in  case  of  there  being  any,  could 
be  raised  out  of  the  corpus  by  a  sale  or  mortgage ;  for  the  content 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioners  goes  to  that  length.  Considering 
this  case  free  from  authority,  what  is  this  disposition  ?  It  is  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  testator  devising  his  estate  in  strict  settlement 
— ^to  one  person  for  life  with  remainders  over — and  saying  that 
those  persons  are  to  take  the  estate  subject  to  the  payment  of 
certain  annual  sums,  and  to  the  annuitants  he  gives  powers  of 

(1)  20  Beav.  109  (4)  1  h.  Rep.  Eq.  97. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  644.  (5)  13  Price,  721. 

(3)  C  H.  L.  C.  616.  (6)  1  Ph.  629. 
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y.-O.  H,     distress  and  entry  for  the  recovery  of  those  sums  as  if  the  same 
1874        had  been  secured  by  a  lease  for  yeara     There  is  nothing  in  the 

Tatlob     terms  of  the  gift  which  enables  me  to  say  that  the  annuities  are 

Tatlob.     <^^&^g^  upoi^  ^^^  corpus;  and  taking  them  out  of  the  corpus  might 
r —       lead  to  very  considerable  confusion.    In  the  ordinary  case  of  a 

Tatlob'b  strict  settlement,  where  a  jointure  is  provided  for,  it  is  usual  to 
^t!!/--  PT«  v^  rf  iU^  «,d  »hy,  be.  ft.  jAto,  i.  by  *«. 
means  to  be  'paid  out  of  the  income  of  the  estate,  and  those  who 
allege  that  it  is  not  to  be  paid  out  of  income  must  shew  that  it 
is  not  to  be  so  paid,  haying  regard  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will.  I  do  not  find  anything  in  this  case  which  shews  this.  The 
annuitants  having  powers  of  distress  and  entry,  they  could,  when- 
ever necessary,  exercise  those  powers  in  reference  to  the  sums 
that  might  be  owing  to  them  upon  their  making  their  claim. 
Independently  of  authority,  that  must  be  the  true  meaning  of 
such  powers,  and  I  know  of  no  authority  which  warrants  the  view 
that  in  exercising  such  powers  the  annuitants  are  limited  to  any 
particular  year.  One  of  the  cases  referred  to  in  support  of  a  charge 
upon  the  corpus  was  Cupit  v.  Jackson  (1),  but  that  was  a  very  dif- 
ferent case  to  this,  and  the  question  raised  there  was  afterwards 
considered  in  the  case  of  Graves  v.  Eicks  (2).  Under  the  powers 
of  distress  and  entry  the  annuitants  can  enter.  The  effSect  of  entry 
would  be  that  the  person  entering  would  become  possessed  of  a 
chattel  interest,  which  would  continue  until  payment  of  all  the 
arrears.  The  declaration  will  be  that  these  annuities  are  not  a 
charge  upon  the  corpus,  but  must  be  paid  out  of  the  income, 
and  that  the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  be  paid  all  their  arrears, 
and  the  annuities  in  each  year  as  they  become  due,  out  of  the 
income,  so  far  as  it  will  satisfy  them,  and  out  of  future  income, 
80  far  as  may  be  required.  As  regards  the  coQts  of  the  Petition, 
the  Petitioners  are  entitled  to  add  theirs,  as  between  solicitor  and 
client,  to  the  arrears  to  be  paid  out  of  the  income,  and  the  Bespon- 
dents  must  have  a  charge  for  their  costs  upon  the  corpus.  The 
accumulations  of   the  fund  in  Court  must  be  applied  rateably 

between  the  annuitants  in  reduction  of  the  arrears. 

» 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Bothandeys  &  Freeman;  Messrs.  Lamiert, 
Burgin,  &  Petehf  agents  for  Mr.  H.  Snowdon^  Leeds. 

(1)  13  Price,  721.  (2)  11  Sim.  536. 
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Jan.  22. 


J^TUBTON  V.  BABBER  ;  v.^.  h. 

[1866    T.    114.]  ^ 

Privilege — BtU  of  CotU — Matters  of  Fact — Ante  litem  motam^Practke. 

A  claimant,  who  deposed  that  "ohstaclee  having  arisen  in  granting  a 
second  lease,  one  only  was  granted,"  was  asked  on  cross-examination,  whether 
the  obstacles  were  suggested  by  him  to  his  solicitor,  or  by  his  solicitor  to 
him: — 

HM^  not  boond  to  answer,  though  the  communication  was  before  any 
litigation  was  in  contemplation. 

The  bill  of  costs  delivered  in  the  same  matter  also  held  to  be  privileged. 

fJOSEPE  HINOKSf  the  testator  in  the  cause,  was  the  owner  of 
certain  mines  in  the  coanty  of  Stafford,  called  the  Stowheath  and 
Prebenddl  mines  (part  of  which  was  copyhold),  and  in  1864  nego- 
tiations were  opened  between  him  and  Mr.  Matthew  Tildedet/,  of  the 
firm  of  Barjper  &  TUdedey,  for  the  lease  of  these  two  mines.  Adjoin- 
ing them  was  a  mine  called  Bareroftf  belonging  to  a  third  person, 
which  it  was  desirable  to  acquire  in  order  to  work  the  Stowheaih 
and  PrAendal  mines.  In  October,  1864,  a  preliminary  agreement 
was  entered  into  between  the  parties  for  one  lease  of  the  Stowheaih 
and  PrSbendci  mines,  but  some  difficulties  having  arisen,  a  lease 
of  the  Stowheaih  Mine  only  was  granted  in  June,  1865,  and  an 
agreement  for  the  lease  of  the  PrAendal  Mine  executed.  The 
lessees,  TUdedey  &  Earfer,  proceeded  to  make  arrangements  for 
working  the  two  mines  together,  and  in  so  doing  expended,  as 
they  alleged,  large  sums  in  machinery  and  other  requisites.  In 
1865  the  testator  died,  and  it  was  ultimately  found  impracticable 
to  grant  a  lease  of  the  PrAendal  Mine.  A  bill  was  subsequently 
filed  to  administer  the  testator's  estate,  and  Messrs.  TQdedey  & 
Harper  made  a  claim  for  the  damages  they  had  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  non-performance  of  the  agreement  to  grant  a  lease 
of  the  PrAendai  Mine,  on  the  faith  of  which,  as  they  alleged,  they 
had  expended  large  sums  of  money  to  no  purpose. 

Mr.  TUdedey,  in  prosecution  of  the  claim,  made  three  affidavits 
in  the  suit,  whereupon  the  Plaintiflf  served  him  with  notice  to 
attend  before  Mr.  Francis  Bacon,  the  Special  Examiner,  on  the  9th 
of  January,  1874^  for  the  purpose  of  being  cross-examined,  and  to 
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V.^.  H.      bring  with  him  the  bill  of  costs  deliyered  by  his  solicitor  in  the 
1874        matter  of  the  lease.    In  the  4th  paragraph  of  his  first  affidavit 
TuBTON      ^^'  r^Ziasfey  deposed  as  follows : — 

V.  ff  My  negotiations  with  HineJcs  resulted,  in  about  the  month  of 

October,  1864,  in  a  preliminary  agreement  for  one  entire  lease  of 

the  said  Stawheath  and  Prebendal  mines,  but  in  cousequenoe  of 
obstacles  as  to  the  PTd>e7id(d  Mine,  the  coutract  was  subsequently 
severed.** 

Mr.  TUiedey  attended  on  the  day  specified,  and  then  deposed  as 
follows : — 

'^  I  first  instructed  Mr.  Qough,  as  my  solicitor,  to  take  steps  in 
regard  to  the  leases  of  the  Stowheath  and  PrAendal  mines  imme- 
diately after  we  entered  into  the  preliminary  agreement  dated 
15th  December,  1864.  I  consulted  no  lawyer  about  that  pre* 
liminary  agreement.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  discussion  that  had 
taken  place  between  myself  and  Mr.  Qough  in  relation  to  that 
preliminary  agreement.  And  I  do  not  know  to  what  the  first 
item  on  Mr.  QougVs  bill  of  costs,  incurred  in  the  preparation  of 
the  lease,  refers.  I  have  received  from  Mr.  Chugh  a  bill  of  costs 
incurred  in  the  preparation  of  the  lease.  I  have  that  bill  of  oostfi, 
and  I  have  paid  it." 

The  bill  of  costs  was  then  called  for,  but  the  witness  refused  to 
produce  it.  Mr.  TUdedey  was  then  asked  the  following  question  :— 

''  Were  the  obstacles  alluded  to  by  you  in  the  4th  paragraph 
of  your  first  affidavit  suggested  by  Mr.  Qough  to  you,  or  by  you  to 
^T.Otmghr 

This  question  also  the  witness  refused  to  answer,  on  the  ground 
that  what  passed  between  him  and  his  solicitor  was  privileged. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  served  this  notice  of  motion  upon  the 
witness  that  he  should  attend  in  Court  and  answer  the  question, 
and  produce  the  said  bill  of  costs,  and  pay  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Mr.  Bigby  Seymour,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Kardake,  for  the 
motion : — 

It  is  not  proposed  to  ask  the  witness  anything  but  as  to  matters 
of  fact  occurring  before  there  was  prospect  of  litigation,  and  these 
he  is  bound  to  disclose.    Mr.  Pitt  Taylor  (1)  thus  defines  the  rale: 

(1)  Vol.  i.  p.  833,  §  855. 


V. 

Babbeb. 
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**  The  legal  adviser  must  also  disclose  all  questions  put  to  him  by      y.-G.  H. 
his  client,  together  with  his  answers  thereto,  provided  such  ques-        i874 
tions  were  asked  in  order  to  gain  information  respecting  matters      tubton 
as  distinguished  from  questions  put  with  a  view  of  obtaining  legal 
advice ;"  and  the  cases  of  Sawyer  y.  JBirchmore  (1)  and  Deaborough 
V.  Rawlins  (2)  were  cited.    The  same  principle  was  laid  down  in 
Lard  Wahingham  y.  Goodriehe  (3).    Here  we  only  ask  as  to  the 
matters  of  fact  stated  by  the  client  to  the  solicitor,  or  by  the 
solicitor  to  the  client 

The  ViCE-CflANCELLOR : — The  law  has  altered  materially  since 
those  decisions,  and  is  very  clearly  stated  by  Lord  SeHbame  in 
Minet  v.  Morgan  (4). 

Mr.  Powell,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Orosvenar  Woods,  for  the  claimants, 
referred  to  Pearse  v.  Pearse  (5),  as  shewing  that  communications 
made  without  prospect  of  litigation  between  a  client  and  his  solici- 
tor were  privileged  even  before  Minet  v.  Morgan. 

Sir  Charles  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  this  question  cannot  be  put  Tho  case 
of  Minet  y.  Morgan  has  removed  any  doubt  that  might  have 
existed  on  the  subject.  There  is  no  longer  any  distinction  between 
communications  made  between  a  solicitor  and  his  client  with  a 
view  to  litigation  and  simply  before  litigation.  Both  alike,  if  con- 
fidential communications,  are  privileged.  Lord  Selborne,  in  Minet 
V.  Morgan  (6),  states  what  the  law  now  is. 

^?  As  to  the  bill  of  costs,  that  also  is,  in  my  opinion,  privileged. 
The  only  object  that  could  be  in  view  in  obtaining  production  of 
the  document  would  be  to  get  in  the  thin  edge  of  the  wedge, 
and  so  entangle  the  witness  in  the  difficulty  of  answering  other 
questions.  A  solicitor's  making  an  affidavit  as  to  documents  is 
no  waiver  of  privilege. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaiutifis:    Mr.  Hemdey,  agent  for  Messrs. 
Beakin  &  Dent,  Wolverhampton. 
Solicitors  for  the  Claimants:  Messrs.  Bellamy,  Strong,  &  Edgelow. 

(1)  3  My.  &  K.  572.  (4)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch,  361. 

(2)  3  My.  &  Cr.  615.  (5)  I  De  G.  &  Sm.  12. 

(3)  3  Hare,  122.  (6)  Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  366,  3G7. 
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^^y^  Composition — Failure  of  Debtor  to  pay — Action  hy  Creditor — Injunction — 

Dee.  15.  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  83  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  126. 

The  creditors  of  two  debtors  who  filed  a  liquidation  petition  resolved  to 
accept  a  composition  payable  in  three  instalmentSi  respectively  at  six,  twelve, 
and  eighteen  months  after  the  registration  of  the  resolution.  The  amount  of 
the  debt  due  to  one  of  the  creditors  was  disputed.  The  first  instalment  was 
paid  to  him  upon  the  sum  for  which  he  daimed,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the 
true  amount  of  his  debt  should  be  determined  by  the  Registrar.  The  cre- 
ditor did  not  take  any  steps  to  have  this  amount  determined  until  after  the 
Ist  of  February,  1878,  when  the  third  instalment  fell  due.  llie  amount  of 
the  debt  was  determined  by  the  Court  on  the  29th  of  July,  1873.  Home 
discussion  then  took  place  between  the  solicitors  of  the  parties  as  to  the 
terms  in  which  the  order  was  to  be  drawn  up,  and  ultimately,  on  the  19th 
of  August,  the  creditor's  solicitor  wrote  a  letter  assenting  to  the  order  as 
drawn  by  the  debtor's  solicitors,  in  which  letter  he  said :  *'  When  the  order 
is  signed  I  shall  be  glad  to  know  if  you  are  prepared  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  composition.''  The  order  was  signed  by  the  Registrar  on  the  27th  of 
August.  On  the  22nd  of  August  the  debtors  proposed  to  the  creditor  that 
they  should  pay  the  balance  of  the  composition  due  to  him,  not  in  cash,  bat 
partly  in  bills  and  partly  in  cash.  The  next  day  the  creditor  declined  this 
proposal,  and  on  the  25th  made  a  demand  for  the  full  amount  of  the  debt. 
On  the  27th  of  August  the  debtors  tendered  to  the  creditor  the  balance  of 
the  composition  in  cash,  but  he  refused  to  receive  it,  and  on  the  29th  of 
August  he  commenced  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  of  his  debt,  after 
deducting  the  first  instalment  which  he  had  received : — 

Edd  (afikming  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  JudgeX  that  it  would  be 
inequitable  to  allow  the  creditor  to  proceed  with  his  action,  and  that  he  most 
be  restrained  from  doing  so. 

X  HIS  was  aD  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Walsall 
County  Court. 

On  the  15th  of  May,  1871,  Harper  dt  Co.  filed  a  liquidation 
petition  in  the  County  Court  at  WabalL  The  first  meeting  of  the 
creditors  was  held  on  the  29th  of  June,  at  which  resolutions  were 
duly  passed  by  a  statutory  majority  accepting  a  composition  of  5$. 
in  the  pound,  payable  by  three  instalments  of  Is.  8d.  each,  re- 
spectiyely  at  six,  twelve,  and  eighteen  months  after  the  registra- 
tion of  the  resolutions.  The  resolutions  were  duly  confirmed  on 
the  13th  of  July,  and  were  registered  on  the  1st  of  August,  1871. 
One  of  the  creditors,  named  Kinff,  was  present  at  the  first  meeting, 
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and  voted  for  the  resolutions.  In  the  statement  of  their  affairs  0.  J.B. 
originally  made  out  by  the  debtors  his  name  was  inserted  as  a  i878 
creditor  for  £1792  14«.  9dE.,  but  the  word  "disputed"  was  set  Bkoparu 
against  the  debt.  In  the  statement  of  affairs  produced  at  the  ^^^* 
first  meeting  King  was  entered  as  a  creditor  for  the  same  amount^  HaIpkb. 
but  the  word  ''claim "  was  added.  At  the  first  meeting  King  ten- 
dered  a  proof  for  £2657  78.  At  the  foot  of  this  proof  the  chair- 
man of  the  meeting  added  a  note :  "  Exhibited  29th  June,  1871, 
and  admitted  subject  to  further  investigation."  Subsequently  King 
tendered  a  proof  for  £2721  ISs.  lid.  and  a  claim  for  £110  19b.  5(2., 
and  ultimately  the  original  proof  for  £2657  73.  was  expunged  by 
leave  of  the  Court,  and  the  fresh  proof  and  claim  were  filed  in 
substitution.  King's  debt  arose  in  this  way :  He  had  carried  on 
business  in  London  in  partnership  with  the  debtors,  this  being  a 
distinct  business  from  that  which  they  carried  on  within  the  dis- 
trict of  the  County  Court.  This  partnership  was  dissolved  on  the 
14th  of  February,  1871,  by  an  agreement  which  provided  that 
King  was  to  take  all  the  assets  and  discharge  all  the  liabilities  of 
the  partnership,  and  that,  if  the  assets  were  insufficient  to  meet  the 
liabilities,  the  debtors  were  to  pay  King  a  moiety  of  the  deficiency. 
Under  this  agreement  King  took  exclusive  possession  of  all  the 
assets  and  of  the  books  of  accounts  and  vouchers  of  the  firm. 
There  proved  to  be  a  deficiency,  but  at  the  time  when  the  debtors 
filed  their  petition  the  amount  of  the  deficiency  had  not  been 
ascertained.  The  first  instalment  of  the  composition  became  pay- 
able on  the  1st  of  February,  1872.  The  amount  due  to  King  not 
having  been  adjusted,  an  arrangement  was  come  to  between  him 
and  the  debtors  on  the  31st  of  January,  1872,  to  the  following 
efiect,  viz.,  that  they  should  pay  him  £226  168.  7d,^  being  the 
amount  of  the  first  instalment  on  his  proof  for  £2721  188.  lid, 
without  prejudice  to  an  investigation  of  the  accounts  and  trans- 
actions on  which  the  proof  was  based,  and  that,  in  the  event  of  the 
proof  being  reduced,  the  amount  paid  in  excess  should,  at  the 
option  of  the  debtors,  be  either  repaid  to  them  or  be  retained  by 
King  in  part  payment  of  the  second  instalment.  The  £226  168.  Id. 
was  accordingly  paid  by  the  debtors  to  King,  and  he  gave  them  a 
receipt  for  it  embodying  the  terms  of  the  arrangement.  The 
debtors'  solicitors  proposed  that  the  amount  for  which  King  was 
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0.  J.  B.  entitled  to  prove  should  be  determined  by  an  accountant  to  be 
1878        agreed  upon.    King's  solicitors,  however,  by  a  letter  of  the  Slst  of 

Sx  parte  January,  1872,  required  that  the  amount  should  be  decided  by  the 
^^^'       Registrar  in  Bankruptcy,  and  proposed  in  effect  that  the  books, 

H<&BFEB.  vouchers,  and  accounts  relating  to  the  proof  should  be  investi- 
gated by  the  debtors  or  their  accountants,  and  that,  if  after  in- 
vestigation any  part  of  the  proof  should  be  rejected,  King  should 
apply  to  the  Court  to  sustain  his  proof.  This  proposal  was  acceded 
to  by  the  debtors,  and  a  partial  investigation  was  made  by  them. 
Some  correspondence  passed,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  settle 
the  matter.  This  failed,  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1872,  the  debtors 
rejected  the  proof  in  ioto.  King,  however,  did  not  then  take  any 
steps  to  sustain  his  proof.  The  second  instalment  of  the  composi- 
tion became  payable  on  the  1st  of  August,  1872,  but  the  debtots 
made  no  further  payment  to  King.  On  the  25th  of  November, 
1872,  he  applied  to  the  County  Court  by  motion  to  enforce  the 
provisions  of  the  composition  as  upon  £2721  I85. 11(2.,  the  amount 
of  his  proo£  The  Judge  thought  the  application  premature,  and 
directed  the  motion  to  stand  over  generally,  with  liberty  to  apply. 
He  intimated  at  the  same  time  that  he  thought  the  debtors  had 
not  sufficiently  stated  their  grounds  of  objection  to  King's  proot 
On  the  30th  of  November,  1872,  the  debtors  stated  their  objections 
to  King*s  proof  in  writing.  No  step  was,  however,  taken  by  him 
to  sustain  the  proof  until  after  the  1st  of  February,  1873,  when 
the  third  instalment  of  the  composition  became  payable.  On  the 
18th  of  Maxch,  1873,  King*s  solicitor  served  upon  the  debtors 
notice  of  an  application  to  the  Registrar  to  investigate  his  proof 
for  £2721  18a.  lid.  and  his  claim  for  £86  18s.  8(2.,  to  which  snm 
the  original  claim  for  £110  198.  bd.  was  then  reduced.  The  Re- 
gistrar reduced  the  proof  to  £2265  lis.  Sd.,  and  the  daim  to 
£50  Is.  6(2.  The  debtors  appealed  to  the  Judge,  and  ultimately, 
on  the  29ih  of  July,  1873,  the  proof  and  claim  were  finally  ad- 
justed at  £2205  ISs.  4(2.,  making  the  total  amount  of  composi- 
tion payable  to  King  £551  88.  6(2.,  and  the  balance  then  payable 
(after  allowing  for  the  £226  168.  Id.  paid  on  the  Slst  of  Jannarv, 
1872),  £324  lis.  l\d.  King  on  this  occasion  applied  for  interest 
on  the  balance,  but  the  Judge  held  that  he  had  no  power  to  award 
interest    He  also  held  that,  as  the  proof  was  reduced,  King  was 
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not  entitled  to  coets.    The  Judge  also  ordered  that  each  party     O.J.  B. 
shonld  bear  his  owb  costa  of  the  motion  of  the  25th  of  November,       isrs 

^^1^  Ex  parte 

It  was  arranged  between  the  debtors'  solicitors  and  KinffB  soli*  ^^^^* 
citors  that  the  former  should  prepare  the  draft  order  of  the  29th  harpbr. 
of  Jaly,  1873,  and  send  it  to  the  latter.  The  draft  order  was  sent 
to  Kinff*8  solicitors  on  the  same  day,  with  a  letter  in  which  the 
debtors'  solicitors  applied  for  half  the  costs  of  the  shorthand 
writer's  notes  of  some  viva  voce  evidence  taken  before  the  Judge. 
On  the  14th  of  Angost  King's  solicitors  returned  the  draft  order, 
altered  by  the  omission  of  a  directioii  that  each  party  should  bear 
his  own  costs  of  the  proceedings.  On  the  same  day  the  debtors' 
solicitors  wrote  io  King's  solicitors,  saying  that  they  must  insist  on 
the  direction  as  to  costs  standing,  and  they  again  inquired  as  to  the 
cost  of  the  shorthand  writer's  notes.  On  the  19th  of  August  King's 
soUcitors  replied,  assenting  to  the  draft  order  as  originally  drawn, 
and  agreeing  to  pay  half  the  cost  of  the  shorthand  notes,  and  that 
the  amount  should  be  deducted  from  the  composition.  That  letter 
contained  the  following  passage :  "  When  the  'order  is  signed,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  know  if  you  are  prepared  to  pay  the  amount  of 
the  composition."  There  was  some  delay  in  leaving  the  draft  order 
80  agreed  upon  in  the  Begistrar's  ofiBce,  owing  to  the  absence  of 
the  managing  clerk  of  the  debtors'  solicitors,  and  to  their  requir- 
ing that  the  order  should  be  signed  by  the  Begistrar,  who  was 
then  absent  on  his  vacation,  instead  of  by  the  Deputy  Begistrar. 
The  order  of  the  29th  of  July  was,  however,  ultimately  drawn  up 
and  signed  by  the  Begistrar  on  the  27th  of  August,  1873.  On  the 
same  day  the  sum  of  £320  78.  Zd,  (being  the  balance  of  the  com- 
position, less  a  moiety  of  the  costs  of  the  s}iorthand  writer's  notes) 
was  tendered  to  King's  solicitors,  after  an  ineffectual  attempt  to 
find  King  himself  and  tender  the  amount  to  him  personally.  This 
tender  was  rejected,  and  on  the  29th  of  August  Kivhg  commenced 
an  action  to  recover  the  sum  of  £1979  13s.  4c2.,  which  sum 
was  apparently  intended  to  represent  the  difference  between 
£2205  13f.  4d  (the  amount  of  the  proof  and  daim  as  finally 
settled)  and  £226  16s.  7(2.,  the  instalment  of  the  composition  paid 
on  the  31st  of  January,  1872.     The  circumstances  which  led  to 

the  rejection  of  the  tender  were  these.    It  was  inconvenient  to  the 
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debtors  to  pay  the  £320  7&  Sd.  in  cash  down,  and  a  Mr.  Barker, 
on  their  behalf,  had  an  interview  with  Kir^g  on  the  22nd  of 
August,  and  proposed  that  the  balance  of  the  composition  should 
be  paid  as  follows :  By  a  bill  for  £100  at  two  months,  by  another 
bill  for  £100  at  four  months,  with  interest  at  5  per  cent,  and  the 
balance  by  cash  down.  On  the  following  day  Kit^  wrote  to 
Barker  a  letter,  stating  that  he  had  seen  his  solicitors,  and  that  he 
begged  to  decline  Barker^ s  proposition  as  to  the  mode  of  payment. 
On  the  23rd  of  August  Kitig'B  solicitors  wrote  to  the  debtors'  soU- 
dtors  a  letter,  in  which,  after  referring  to  the  proposed  mode  of  pay- 
ment, they  said,  ''The  composition  not  having  been  paid  or  tendered 
in  manner  provided  for  by  the  resolation,  our  client  intends  to 
proceed  for  the  full  amount  of  his  debt."  On  the  25th  of  Augnst 
the  debtors  were  served  with  a  demand  in  Bankruptcy  for 
£2190 .  Is.  6c2.,  stated  to  be  due  and  owing  under  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  dated  the  29th  of  July,  1873.  The  tender 
of  £320  1b.  3(2.  was  then  made  on  the  27th  of  August,  1873,  and 
rejected. 

The  debtors  stated  that  they  had  placed  the  balance  of  the 
composition  in  the  hands  of  their  solicitors,  ready  to  be  paid  over 
to  Kmg  as  soon  as  the  order  of  the  29th  of  July,  1873,  was 
signed.  The  Judge  came  to  the  conclusion,  on  the  evidence,  that 
the  money  was  not  handed  to  the  debtors'  solicitors  until  the 
26th  of  August,  at  the  earliest. 

The  debtors  applied  to  the  Judge  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
King  from  prosecuting  his  action.  The  injunction  was  granted, 
and  King  appealed  (1). 


(1)  1873.  Oct.  27. 

The  Goumtt  Coubt  Judob  (Mr.  A, 
Mariineau),  in  giving  judgment,  after 
stating  the  fects,  said : — 

The  law  bearing  on  the  question 
before  me  ia  to  be  collected  from  the 
caaes  of  Edwards  v.  Coomhe  (Law  Eep. 
7  C.  P.  619) ;  In  re  HaUcn  (Law  Rep. 

7  Ch.  723)  ;  In  re  Bishop  (Law  Rep. 

8  Gh.  595) ;  Ex  parts  Peacock  (Law 
Rep.  8  Gh.  682) ;  In  re  Thorpe  (Law 
Rep.  8  Ch.  743);  Shier  v.  Jones 
(Law  Rep.  8  Ex.  186).    The  result  of 


those  cases  appears  to  me  to  be  diis— 
(1.)  The  Court  of  Bankruptcj  bas 
jurisdiction,  after  resolutions  for  com- 
position have  been  passed,  to  restrain  i 
particular  creditor  from  maintaining  an 
action  agaiost  the  debtor  for  a  debt 
which  is  included  in  the  compositioQ. 
(2.)  A  creditor  will  be  restrained  from 
proceeding  at  law  in  order  to  tiy  the 
validity  of  the  resolutions  geneiaily  on 
grounds  applicable  to  all  the  creditors. 
(3.)  A  creditor  will  not»  as  a  general 
rule,  be  restrained  when  he  objecto  to 
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Mr.  G.  W.  Lawraneey  and  Mr.  E,  PoUoek,  for  the  Appellant,  con- 
tened  that  he  had  a  right  to  go  on  with  his  action,  citing  In  re 
HaUon  (1) ;  In  re  Bishop  (2)  ;  In  re  Thorpe  (3). 
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be  bouDd  by  tbe  oomposition  on  grounds 
personal  to  himself  and  not  applicable 
to  the  rest  of  the  creditors.  (4.)  Where 
the  debtor  fails  to  pay  the  oomposition 
at  the  time  agreed  upon,  or  within  a 
reasonable  time  after,  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  will  not  in  general  restrain 
a  creditor  suing  at  law  to  recover  the 
amount  of  his  original  debt;  but  the 
Court  may  nevertheless  in  such  a  case 
give  relief  to  the  debtor  by  injunction 
where  something  has  been  done  by  tbe 
creditor  which  makes  it  inequitable 
that  he  should  enforce  his  strict  legal 
righti  and  perhaps  also  in  cases  of  acci- 
dent or  mistake. 

It  may  be  observed  that  in  the  pre- 
sent case  the  correct  amount  of  the 
debt  due  to  King  ivas  not  inserted  in 
the  debtors*  statement  of  affairs,  but  I 
understood  that  it  was  not  on  that 
ground  that  the  creditor  contended 
that  he  was  not  bound  by  the  com- 
position, but  solely  on  the  ground  that 
the  debtors  had  not  paid  the  composi- 
tion, either  on  the  amount  inserted  in 
their  statement  of  affairs  or  on  the  true 
amount  of  the  debt^  at  the  time  agreed 
upon,  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after. 
I  think  the  questions  for  me  to  con- 
Ader  are,  first,  whether  the  debtors 
have  made  default  in  payment  of  the 
oomposition  at  the  times  agreed  upon, 
or  within  a  reasonable  time  after; 
secondly,  whether  anything  has  been 
done  by  the  creditor  which  makes  it 
inequitable  that  he  should  now  enforce 
his  strict  legal  right.  In  the  view 
which  I  take  of  the  case  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  determine  the  first 


question,  for  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  course  pursued  by  Mr. 
King  makes  it  inequitable  that  he 
should  now  enforce  his  right  to  recover 
the  amount  of  his  original  debt.  My 
reasons  for  coming  to  this  conclusion 
are  as  follows : — King's  proof  was  con- 
siderably in  excess  of  the  true  amount 
of  ^  his  debt,  and  up  to  tbe  29th  of  July, 
1873,  he,  in  effect,  declined  to  receive 
the  amount  of  the  composition  to  which 
he  was  really  entitled.  Upon  this 
point  I  may  refer  to  the  observation  of 
Lord  Justice  Mdlisk  in  Ex  parte  Pea^' 
cock  (Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  688),  that  where 
a  creditor  '*  has  done  anything  tending 
to  shew  that  he  was  not  ready  to 
receive  the  composition,  if  tendered, 
that  might  be  a  drcumstanoe  to  be 
taken  into  consideration.'^  Under  the 
arrangement  come  to  on  the  31st  of 
January,  1872,  King  received  an 
amount  in  excess  of  what  was  pro- 
perly payable  to  him  for  the  first  in- 
stalment. He  did  not  take  any  steps 
to  sustain  his  proof  until  after  both 
the  remaining  instalments  had  become 
payable,  notwithstanding  that  on  the 
31st  of  January,  1872,  he  himself  pro- 
posed that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
should  determine  the  true  amount  of 
his  debt  After  failure  of  the  debtors 
to  pay  the  second  instalment,  King 
elected  to  avail  himself  of  the  sum- 
mary remedy  given  by  the  Act  for 
enforcing  the  provisions  of  the  com- 
position by  application  to  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  and. after  failure  of  the 
debtors  to  pay  the  third  and  last  in- 
stalment, he  applied  to  the  Court  of 


JESb  parte 
Knio. 

In  re 
Harpbb. 


(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  723.  (2)  Uw  Rep.  8  Ch.  596. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  743. 
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Estparte 

KINO. 

In  re 
Ha&peb. 


Mr.  De  Oex,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Ansiie,  for  the  debtois,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

In  this  case  I  have  bad  the  advantage  of  reading  the  judgment 
of  the  learned  County  Court  Judge,  which  is  clear  and  luminous, 
and  contains  a  very  lucid  statement  of  all  the  facts  of  the  case.   In 


Bankruptcy  to  investigate  his  proof. 
On  this  point  I  may  refer  to  the  obser- 
vation of  Mr.  Justice  WUles  in  Edwards 
V.  Cwmhe  (Law  Rep.  7  0.  P.  523) : 
"  His  "  (the  creditor's)  "  ordinary  com- 
mon law  remedy  still  subsists  until  he 
elects  to  avail  himself  of  the  powers  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy."  On  the 
29th  of  July,  1873,  the  true  amount  of 
King*8  debt,  aud  of  the  composition 
payable  to  him,  was  ascertained  by  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and,  if  the  balance 
of  the  composition  had  been  tendered 
to  him  on  that  day,  or  within  a  reason- 
able time  lifter,  I  think  the  course  pur- 
sued by  him  was  such  that  it  would 
then  have  been  inequitable  for  him  to 
have  rejected  the  tender,  and  to  have 
attempted  to  enforce  his  strict  1^1 
right  to  recover  the  amoimt  of  his  ori- 
ginal debt.  The  question  then  is, 
whether  what  occurred  subsequently  to 
the  29th  of  July,  1873,  has  altered  the 
case.  Kow  I  feel  some  diflSculty  on 
this  point,  because  I  see  no  reason 
whatever  why  the  ascertained  balance 
of  the  composition  should  not  have 
been  paid  at  once,  without  waiting  to 
have  the  order  of  the  29th  of  July, 
1873,  signed  by  the  Registrar,  and  be- 
cause the  course  pursued  by  the  debtors 
on  the  22nd  of  August,  in  proposing  to 
pay  the  balance  of  composition  by  in- 
stalments in  the  shape  of  bills,  tends 
to  shew  that  they  were  not  then  ready 
and  willing  to  pay  the  balance  of  the 
composition.  It  is  however  to  be  ob- 
served that  it  WAS  the  creditor's  soli- 


citor who  first  appears  to  have  sug- 
gested by  the  letter  of  the  19tli  of 
August,  1873,  that  the  balance  of  the 
composition  should  be  paid  after  the 
order  was   signed.      That   suggestion 
was,  I  think,  equivalent  to  saying  to 
the  debtors,  "  Fay  the  balance  of  oom- 
position  when  the  order  is  signed,  and 
our  client  will  be  satisfied,"  and  would 
have  a  tendency  to  throw  the  debtors 
off  their  guard ;  and  I  think  that,  until 
the  sort  of  consent  given  by  that  letter 
for  postponing  the  payment  until  the 
order  was  signed  had  been  clearly  and 
expressly  withdrawn  by  the  creditor, 
it  would  not  have  been  equitable  that 
he  should  take  advantage  of  the  omis- 
sion of  the  debtors  to  pay  before  the 
order  was  signed.  As  regards  the  oonne 
taken  by  the   debtors   in   proposing 
payment  of  the  composition   by  in- 
stalments in   bills,  though  I  am  not 
surprised  at  the  creditor  oonsidering 
that  proposal  as  indicating  inability 
to  pay,  still  if,  as  I  think,  it  was  a 
mere  proposal,  without  any  positive 
refusal  to  pay  the  composition  in  cash 
down  as  soon  as  the  order  was  signed, 
I  think  the  creditor  was  not  entitled 
at  once  to  treat  the  debtors  as  having 
fJEuled  to  pay  the  balance  of  compo- 
sition, and  that  he  should  have  simply 
given  notice  that,  if  the  oompositioD 
was  not  at  onoe  paid  down  in  cash, 
he  would  proceed  to  reoover  the  Ml 
amount  of  his  original  debt    Instead 
of  taking  this  oonrse  he  immediately 
claimed  the  full  amount  of  his  od- 
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it  he  fully  recognises  all  the  authorities  upon  which  the  Appellant  G.  J.  B. 
relies,  and  which  decide  that,  although  the  failure  of  a  debtor  to  1S73 
pay  to  a  creditor,  at  the  appointed  time,  the  amount  of  the  compo-  Exparte 
sition  which  has  been  agreed  upon  under  the  provisions  of  sect.  126  ^^* 
of  the  Act  sets  the  creditor  at  liberty  to  pursue  all  his  legal  reme-  HjIbpeb. 
dies  for  his  original  debt^  still  that  right  is  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  restrain  him  from  doing  so  upon 
equitable  grounds,  according  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
In  the  present  case  the  amount  of  the  debt  was  disputed ;  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  it  arose  were  complicated,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  the  amount  should  be  determined  by  the  Court.  That 
was  not  done  till  the  29th  of  July,  1873.  It  was  distinctly  agreed 
that  the  order  made  on  that  day  should  be  drawn  up,  and  there 
could  be  no  default  in  paying  the  balance  of  composition  till  that 
order  was  in  force:  It  has  been  argued  that  what  afterwards  took 
place  shewed  inability  on  the  part  of  the  debtors  to  pay.  The  most, 
however,  that  is  proved  by  what  they  did  is,  that  it  was  incon- 
Tenient  to  them  to  pay  until  the  23rd  of  August  After  the  dispute 
as  to  the  debt  had  been  referred  to  the  Begistrar,  and  had  been 
settled,  could  anything  be  more  inequitable  than  that  the  creditor 
should  take  advantage  of  the  debtors  having  asked  him  to  accept 
payment  partly  in  bills,  to  bring  his  action  for  the  balance  of  the 
original  debt  ?  The  learned  Judge,  after  going  through  the  facts 
with  the  most  perfect  fairness  and  clearness,  has  come  to  the  con- 
clusion which  he  has  stated  in  his  judgment  In  my  opinion  he 
could  not  properly  have  come  to  any  other  conclusion.  I  must 
dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs,  but  it  must  be  understood  that  the 
£320  Is.  3d.  is  to  be  paid  at  once. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Ashurst,  Morris,  dk  Co. 
SolidtoTS  for  the  Debtors :  Messrs.  Duignan  dk  Smiles. 

ginal  debt    The  l)a1ance  of  tbe  com-  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  him 

pontunQ  was  tendered  in  Gash  on  the  from  further  proceeding  with  the  action, 

day  tbe  order  was   signed,  and   the  There  will  be  liberty  to  apply.    Tbe 

action  was  not  oommenoed  until  two  debtors  must  of  oonrse  be  prtpared  to 

days  afterwards.    In  my  opinion  the  pay  the  £320  Is.  d<{.  at  onoe  in  case 

ooune  panraed  by  Mr.  King  makes  it  King  shoald  be  willing  to  take  it.    If 

inequitable  that  he  should  now  bring  they  &il  to  do  this  the  injunction  will 

an  aodon  at  law  to  noonror  .fte  fall  be  dissolved, 
amount  Of  his  original  debt,  aad  I  shall 
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M.  B.  FISHER  V.  FISHEE, 

1874 


BaUway  Ccmp^nny — Taking  qf  Lands — Pixyment  qf  Purchase-Money  into  Court 
Jan.  17.  — Transfer  to  Suit — Subsequent  Costs. 

Where  Uiepurefaafle-money  for  lands  taken  by  a  railway  ooni|Maiy  under 
Farliaznentaiy  powers  has  been  paid  into  Court  to  the  usxial  aoooant,aDd  bas 
afterwards  been  trsgisferred  to  the  credit  of  a  suit  to  an  account  not  iniitoled 
in  the  matter  of  the  special  Act,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
company  pay  subsequent  costs  of  paying  the  fund  out  of  Court, 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the  trusts  of 
the  will  of  Jmah  Fisher ^  who  died  on  the  8th  of  June,  1835. 

In  1839  the  BriffJUon  BaUway  Campanyj  nnder  the  powers  con- 
tained in  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  (1  Vict  c.  zix)^  took  part  of 
the  testator's  estate,  and  paid  the  purchase-money  into  Gourt  to 
the  usual  aocounty  entitled,  Ex  parte  the  Company,  in  the  Matter 
of  the  Act. 

In  1839  an  order  was  made  directing  the  purchase-money  to  be 
invested  in  consols  and  carried  to  a  separate  account,  which  iras 
intituled,  In  the  Matter  of  the  above-mentioned  Act  of  Parliament 

In  1853  an  order  was  made  directing  the  fund  to  be  carried 
over  to  an  account  intituled  in  the  suit  only,  all  reference  to  the 
company  or  the  Act  of  Parliament  being  omitted. 

The  tenant  for  life  under  the  will  had  recently  died,  and  a 
Petition  was  now  presented  for  distribution  of  various  funds  stand- 
ing to  the  credit  of  the  cause,  including  the  fund  which  had 
arisen  from  the  payment  made  by  the  railway  company.  The 
company  were  made  Bespondents ;  and  the  Petition  asked  that 
they  might  pay  so  much  of  the  costs  as  related  to  the  payment 
out  of  the  last-mentioned  fund. 

The  Act  1  Vict.  c.  xix.  contained  provisions  similar  to  those  of 
the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845 ;  and  in  particdar  it 
was  provided  by  sect.  91  that  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  occa- 
sioned only  by  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  not  by  litigation 
between  claimants  or  otherwise,  of  any  proceedings  thereby  antbo- 
rized  for  (amongst  other  matters)  the  payment  of  the  investments 
of  any  purchase  or  compensation  money,  or  of  the  money  to  be 
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produced  by  the  sale  thereof,  out  of  Court,  together  mth  the      •H.B. 
neoeasary  costs  and  charges  of  obtaixiing  the  proper  order  for  such       1874 
purposes,  should  be  paid  by  the  company.  Fiirau 

Mr.  Morsiheadf  for  the  Petition,  submitted  that  the  Act  con-  Tobsiu 
ferred  on  the  Petitioner  a  clear  right  to  have  these  costs  paid  by 
the  company,  and  that  such  right  had  not  been  lost  by  the  fact 
of  the  fund  having  been  transferred  to  the  cause,  although  the 
omission  of  all  reference  to  the  company  and  Act  of  Parliament  in 
the  title  of  the  account  was  probably  a  slip. 

[He  referred  to  Brotvn  v.  Fenwieh  (1).] 

Mr.  CooJeson,  for  Bespondents  in  the  same  interest. 
Mr.  Eekewieh,  for  the  company. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  haye  little  doubt  that  a  slip  has  been  made ;  but  the  conse- 
quence is  that  I  have  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  company  pay 
these  costs,  and  the  Petition  must  be  dismissed  as  against  them 
with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  B.  B.  Eorman  Fisher  ;  Messrs.  Fisher  dt  Fisher  ; 
Messrs.  Norton,  Bose,  Norton,  db  Brewer. 


VLK 


JAOUBS  V.  ETLANCE. 

[1869    J.    102.1  187*- 

Defaulting  Tnut^e^Ben^ficidl  Derivativt  IrUerest.  Jan^i. 

A  defauUing  trustee  cannot  claim,  as  against  his  cestuis  que  trust,  any 
beneficial  interest  in  the  trust  estate,  even  although  he  may  haye  become 
entitled  thereto  derivatively,  for  example,  as  being  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of 
I      a  eutui  que  trust  who  has  died  intestate. 

IHIS  was  a  suit  instituted  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
iiary  Anne  EOces,  who,  by  her  will,  dated  the  30th  of  July,  1849, 
appointed  her  husband,  Edward  Hikes,  executor,  and  bequeathed 
certain  property,  over  which  she  had  a  power  of  disposition,  to  him 

(1)  14  W.  R.  267. 

2  C2  2 
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M.  B.      upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  her  fiye  children.    One  of  these 

1874       children  had  died  intestate,  leaving  Edward  Elke$  his  sole  next  of 

jacubs      hin,  and  a  sam  of  £112  had  been  carried  over  to  the  separate 

BtiInci.    <^<^<^^uit  of  this  deceased  child. 

-*—  Edioard  EOcea  had  become  insolvent,  and  a  sum  of  about  £700 

was  due  from  him  to  the  estate. 

The  surviving  children  now  applied  for  payment  of  the  £112 
to  them.  Edward  Elhes  was  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased  child,  but  did  not  appear. 

Mr.  Inee,  for  the  application : — 

Edward  Elkes  is  a  defiftulting  trustee  to  an  extent  largely  exceed^ 
ing  this  fund,  and  cannot  claim  any  portion  of  the  trust  estate  so 
long  as  the  default  is  not  made  good :  Irby  v.  Irby  (1). 

Mr.  Bauney,  for  the  assignee  in  insolvency  of  Ed/ward  EOcen— 

I  admit  that  the  cestuis  que  trusi  have  a  lien  on  the  interest 
of  a  de&ulting  trustee  in  the  trust  estate,  but  they  have  no  lien 
on  the  share  of  the  deceased  child,  nor  on  any  interest  which  the 
trustee  derives  from  him. 

Mr.  Eolmes,  for  a  mortgagee  under  EdAioard  EXkes. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

In  the  view  of  this  Court  the  trustee,  who  is  indebted  to  th& 
estate  in  a  sum  largely  exceeding  this  fund,  must  be  taken  to  hare 
paid  himself  aU  that  he  can  claim  out  of  the  moneys  which  hare 
come  to  his  hands,  and  for  which  he  has  not  accounted.  This  is 
not  a  case  of  impounding  a  trust  fond.  The  trustee  has  already 
had.  all  that  he  can  claim,  and  has  paid  himself;  therefore  the 
money  standing  to  this  account  must  be  paid  to  the  other  children. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Edwards,  LayUm,  &  Jaques  ;  Messrs.  fTofter, 
Twyfard,  dt  Co. ;  Messrs.  Massey,  TayloTf  &  Bates. 

(1)  25  Beav.  632. 
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BEO WN  V.  KTE.  m.  b. 

1874 
Jan.  30. 


[1873    B.    135.] 


County  Court-^Equitalie  Jurisdiction — Concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  Court  of 

Chancery — Costs, 

The  Acts  conferring  eqoitaUe  jariadiction  on  the  CJounty  Courts  do  not  in 
any  way  prohibit  or  restrict  a  Flaintifif  from  instituting  proceedings  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery ;  and  a  Flaintiif  who  institutes  such  proceedings  is  entitled 
to  his  usual  costs. 

Where,  therefore,  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  for  £50 : — 

Hdd^  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  usual  costs  of  a  mortgagee  who 
sues  in  that  Court. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  for  foreclosure  of  an  equitable  mortgage  created 
by  a  memorandum  dated  the  9th  of  March,  1870,  to  secure  £50 
and  interest. 
.  The  parties  resided  more  than  twenty  miles  apart. 

Mr.  A.  Dixon,  for  the  Plaintiff,  asked  for  the  usual  decree,  with 
costs.  It  would  be  contended  that,  as  the  suit  might  have  been 
iostituted  in  the  County  Court,  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  haye  only 
such  costs  as  would  have  been  recovered  in  that  Court ;  but  the 
County  Court  jurisdiction  did  not  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  and,  in  fact,  the  costs  in  the  County  Court  were 
greater  than  those  in  this  Court. 

[He  referred  to  Picard  v.  Hine  (1).] 

Mr.  Ostoaldj  for  some  of  the  Defendants : —  ^ 

I  contend  that  such  costs  only  should  be  given  as  the  Plaintiff 
would  have  had  in  the  County  Court  Scotto  v.  Heritage  (2)  is 
apparently  a  decision  against  me  ;  but  that  case  was  decided  by 
analogy  to  the  common  law  practice  as  it  then  existed.  At  that 
time  the  Courts  of  Law  had  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  County 
Courts^  where  the  parties  resided  more  than  twenty  miles  apart 
(9  &  10  Yict.  c.  95,  s.  128) ;  but  that  has  been  altered  since 

(1)  Law  Hep.  5  Ch.  274.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  £q.  212. 
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M.  B.  the  decision  in  ScoUo  v.  HerUage  (1)  by  the  Chwfiiy  Courts  Ad,  1867 
1874  (30  &  31  Vict  c.  142,  s.  33) ;  and  the  Conrte  of  Common  Law, 
fiBowM  ^  exercising  the  discretion  vested  in  them  by  that  Act,  do  not 
take  into  consideration  the  distance  at  which  the  parties  li?e : 
Thamjfsan  v.  Dallas  (2).  I  sabmit  that  the  Courts  of  Equity  onght 
to  adopt  the  same  principle;  and  if  so^  the  case  falls  irithin 
Simons  v.  MeAdam  (3),  where  it  was  held,  that,  in  a  suit  to  fore^ 
dose  a  mortgage  for  £40,  where  both  Plaintiff  and  Defendant 
liyed  at  the  same  place,  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  only  to  such 
costs  as  he  would  have  obtained  in  the  County  Court 

Mr.  Badnall,  for  other  Defendants* 

Sib  6.  Jebsel,  ILR : — 

Before  the  Acts  conferring  equitable  jurisdiction  on  the  Connty 
Courts  were  passed,  the  right  of  a  Plaintiff  to  come  to  this  Court 
was  indisputable.  To  take  that  right  away,  dear  words  must  have 
been  used.  What  the  Legislature  has  done  is  this :  it  has  giyes 
a  concurrent  equitable  jurisdiction  to  the  County  Courts,  but  the 
Acts  contain  no  prohibition  or  restriction  whatever  with  regard  to 
the  existing  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  More  than  that,  the  Legis- 
lature has  restricted  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  Law  by 
providing  that  in  certain  cases  the  Plaintiff  shall  have  no  costs  if 
he  brings  his  action  in  the  superior  Court.  These  provisions 
appear  to  me  to  afford  dear  indication  of  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature,  that  in  Courts  of  Equity  things  were  to  go  on  as 
before ;  and  thus  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  County  Courts 
has  been  conferred  for  the  benefit  of  Plaintiffs,  and  not  of  Defen- 
dants, The  result  is  that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  the  usnal  costs 
of  a  mortgagee  who  sues  in  this  Court. 

Solidtors :  Mr.  Oeorge  Brown  ;  Messrs.  Crook  db  Smith. 

^  (1)  Law  Bep.  3  Bq.  212.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  358. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  324. 
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In  re  GOODWIN'S  TRUST.  M.  B. 

1874 
WiU--Gi/i  io  XMorn  Illegitimate  CliUdren  of  Testaior-^MarHage  with  "^^ 

Deceased  Wffe'a  Siskr.  JotuSl. 

A  gifl  by  a  teitator  or  testatrix  to  his  or  her  unborn  child  by  a  particnkr 
person,  not' being  the  wife  or  husband  of  the  testator  or  testatrix,  is  good, 
proTided  the  child  has  acquired  the  reputation  of  being  such  before  the  death 
of  the  testator  or  testatrix. 

Where,  therefore,  a  testatrix  who  had  gone  through  the  ceremony  of 
marriage  with  P.,  the  husband  of  her  deceased  sister,  bequeathed  her  xesi 
duary  estate  upon  trust  for  all  her  children  by  P.,  and  died  eight  years  after 
the  date  of  the  will,  leaving  two  children,  one  of  whom  was  bom  at  the  date 
of  the  willy  and  the   other  only  a  few  weeka  befbn  the  death  of  the 

testatrix: — 

JBddf  that  the  second  child,  having  before  the  death  of  the  testatrix 
acquired  the  reputation  of  being  her  child  by  P.,  was  entitled  to  share  in  the 
estate* 

IN  December,  1849,  Richard  P&i^Jcinswent  througlithe  ceremony 
of  marriage  with  Mary  Goodtvin,  his  deceased  wife's  sister. 

On  the  15th  of  July,  1850,  Mary  Goodwin  made  her  will,  by 
which  she  bequeathed  her  residuary  personal  estate  upon  trust  for 
Bichard  Perkins  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease  upon  trust 
to  pay  and  divide  the  trust  premises  unto  and  equally  between  and 
amongst  all  and  every  her  children  and  child  by  the  said  Bichard 
Periins,  share  and  share  alike,  to  be  vested  interests  in  sons 
at  twenty-one  and  in  daughters  at  that  age  or  on  marriage. 

Mary  Goodwin  died  on  the  1st  of  May,  I860.  She  had  issue 
four  children,  viz.,  John  Goodwin  PerkinSy  the  Petitioner,  who  was 
bom  on  the  15th  of  June,  1850 ;  William  Sarry  Perkins^  who  was 
bom  on  the  25th  of  March,  1860 ;  and  two  other  sons  who  died  in 
infancy. 

It  appeared  that  the  birth  of  William  Harry  Perkins  was  regis- 
tered by  Hiehard  Perkins  on  the  26th  of  April,  1860,  and  in  the 
certificate  of  such  r^stration  the  child  was  described  as  the  son 
of  Bichard  Perkins  and  Mary  Perkins,  late  Goodwin. 

Part  of  Mary  Goodwin^s  estate  haying  been  paid  into  Court 
tinder  the  Trustee  Belief  Act,  a  Petition  was  now  presented  by 
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M.  B.      t/o&n  Goodwin  Perkins,  praying  that  the  fund  might  be  paid  out 
1874       on  the  joint  receipt  of  himself  and  Biehard  Perkins. 

<^^ffa^'^       Mr.  Heath,  for  the  Petitioner,  submitted  that   Wiaiam  Harry 

Perkins  was  not  entitled  to  any  share  of  the  fund,  referring  to  the 

dicta  in  HiU  v.  Crook  (1)  as  shewing  that  a  gift  to  a  general  class 
of  after-bom  illegitimate  children  could  not  be  supported.  The 
decision  in  Oedeslon  v.  FuUcHove  (2)  was  distinguishable :  first, 
because  the  gift  there  was  to  '^  reputed  children ;"  and  seoondlr, 
because  the  child  there  held  to  be  entitled  was  en  ventre  at  the 
date  of  the  will ;  here  William  Harry  Perkins  was  not  bom  until 
eight  years  after  the  date  of  the  will. 

Mr.  W^  W\  Karslalee,  Mr.  Langley,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearson,  for 
Bespondents. 

Sir  G.  Jessbl,  M.E. : — 

The  principle  of  the  decision  in  Occleston  v.  Fulldlove,  as  I 
understand  it,  is  this,  that  a  gift  by  a  testator  or  testatrix  to  one  of 
bis  or  her  children  by  a  particular  person  is  perfectly  good  if  the 
child  has  acquired  the  reputation  of  being  such  child  as  described 
in  the  will  before  the  death  of  the  testator  or  testatrix.  If  so,  this 
case  falls  clearly  within  it.  The  certificate  shews  that  before  the 
death  of  Mary  Goodwin,  William  Harry  Perkins  had  acquired  the 
reputation  of  being  her  child  by  Richard  Perkins,  consequently 
the  Petitioner  is  only  entitled  to  have  half  of  the  fund  paid  out  of 
Court. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  Haioks,  WillmoU,  it  Stokes;  Mr.  MandcTf 
agent  for  Messrs.  MUes,  Gregory,  it  Bouskett,  Leicester. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  H.  L.  265.  (2)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  147. 
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TALBOT  V.  TALBOT.  m.  b. 


[1869    T.    Oeg 

Practice — StUt  by  In/ant — Death  i/  Next  Friend — Appointment  of  New  Next 
Friend — Paterwd  Bdatuma  of  In/ant — Affidavit  qf  Fitness, 

Wbere  the  next  friend  of  an  infant  Plaintiff  dies,  his  nearest  paternal  rela- 
tions are  entitled  to  nominate  the  new  next  friend ;  and  their  nominee  may 
obtain  forden  of  oourse  in  the  suit  changing  the  Bolidtors  on  the  record  and 
appointing  himself  next  friend. 

In  such  a  case  the  order  appointing  the  new  next  friend  need  not  be  sup- 
ported by  any  affidavit  as  to  his  fitness. 

1  HIS  suit  was  ingtituted  in  186d  on  behalf  of  Algernon  Charles 
Talboty  an  infant,  by  Mary  Matilda  TaJhoty  widow,  his  mother  and 
next  friend.  The  bill  prayed  that  provision  might  be  made  for  the 
maintenanoe  and  education  of  the  infant  Plaintiff  out  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  certain  real  estate  to  which  he  was  entitled  for  his 
life,  and  that  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  might 
be  appointed  during  his  minority.  -  A  decree  was  made  and  a 
receiver  appointed.  Messrs.  Frere  &  Co,  were  the  Plaintiff's 
solicitors. 

Mary  Matilda  Talbot  died  on  the  1st  of  January,  1874,  having 
by  her  will  appointed  the  Earl  of  ShrewAury  and  Mr.  Frere  (a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Frere  dt  Co.)  guardians  of  the  Plaintiff. 

At  the  time  of  Mrs.  Talbofa  death  the  nearest  paternal  relations 
of  the  Plaintiff  were  his  grandfather,  an  uncle,  and  an  aunt^  all 
of  whom  were  desirous  that  Mr.  Hervey  Talbot,  the  paternal  uncle, 
should  be  the  new  next  friend  of  the  infant. 

On  the  7th  of  January,  1874,  a  petition  was  presented  at  the 
Bolls  in  the  suit  in  the  name  of  the  infant  Plaintiff  by  Hervey 
TaJboty  his  next  friend,  alleging  that  the  Plaintiff  was  desirous  of 
changing  his  solicitors,  and  of  appointing  Messrs.  Nicholson  dt 
Herbert  his  solicitors  in  the  place  of  Messrs.  Frere  &  Co.,  and  pray- 
ing accordingly ;  and  on  the  same  day  the  common  order  of  course 
was  made  on  the  petition,  that  the  Plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  change 
his  solicitors  by  appointing  Messrs.  Nicholson  &  Herbert  his 
solicitors  in  the  place  of  Messrs.  Frere  dt  Co. 


1874 
Feb,  9. 
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M.  B.  On  the  same  day  another  oider  of  course  was  made  on  a  similar 

1874  petition  (also  presented  in  the  name  of  the  infant  by  Bsrvey  TdDxdy 
Talbot  his  next  friend,)  appointing  Eervey  TaJhot  the  new  next  friend  of 
Tamot.      *^®  infant  in  the  suit. 

Neither  of  these  orders  was  supported  by  any  eridence;  nor 

was  either  petition  served  on  any  one. 

A  motion  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  infiftiit  by  Mr.  Frm^, 
as  his  next  friend  &r  the  purposes  of  the  application,  that  the 
orders  of  course  of  the  7th  of  January,  1874,  might  be  dischazged, 
and  that  the  Earl  of  JShrmvAvry  might  be  approyed  of  as  next 
friend  in  the  place  of  Eervey  TaJhot 

Mr.  Fry^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Cbo&aon,  for  the  motion,  contended  that 
the  orders  were  quite  irregular.  The  correct  practice  was  thus 
laid  down :  *^  When,  in  consequence  of  the  death,  incapacity,  or 
remoTal  of  the  next  friend  of  an  infant,  pending  the  suit^  it  becomes 
necessary  to  appoint  a  new  next  friend,  the  proper  course  of  pro- 
ceeding is  for  the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff  to  apply  to  the  Gourt  or 
Judge  at  Chambers  for  an  order  appointing  a  new  next  fiioid  in 
his  stead,  whose  £tness  must  be  proved":  Bamdts  Chancery 
Practice  (1).  There  had  thus  been  two  irregularities:  firsts  do 
opportunity  had  been  allowed  to  Messrs.  Frere  &  Co.,  the  Plain- 
tiff's solicitors,  to  appoint  a  new  next  friend ;  and,  secondly,  no 
evidence  had  been  given  of  the  fitness  of  Hervey  TcdboL  Such 
evidence  was  held  to  be  necessary  in  Harrison  v.  Marrmn  (2). 

[The  Master  op  the  Bolls  pointed  out  that  in  Harrieon  v. 
Harrison  the  original  next  friend  was  seeking  to  be  discharged, 
and  that  the  decision  only  amounted  to  this,  that  the  Court  would 
not  discharge  a  next  friend  unless  an  equally  solvent  next  friend 
were  substituted ;  and  he  directed  inquiry  to  be  made  in  the 
o£Sce  as  to  the  practice.  The  result  of  this  inquiry  is  stated  in 
the  judgment] 

They  also  contended,  on  the  evidence,  that  Hervey  Talbot  was 
not  a  proper  person  to  be  appointed  new  next  friend. 

Mr.  Cclquhotm^  for  the  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  who  was  guardian 

(1)  6th  Ed.  p.  75.  (2)  6  Boar.  180. 
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ad  litem  of  infant  Defendants,  and  had  been  served  with  the  notice       M.  B. 
of  motion,  submitted  to  act  as  the  C!onit  might  direct.  1874 


not  called  upon. 

Sib  G.  Jebsel,  M.R : — 

I  am  of  opinion  that  a  more  baseless  motion  than  this  has  never 
occapied  the  time  of  the  Court. 

An  in&nt)  aged  fifteen,  institutes  a  suit  by  his  next  friend.  The 
next  friend  dies,  and  thereupon  it  becomes  necessary  to  appoint  a 
new  next  friend.  The  infant  has  a  great  number  of  relations.  By 
the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Ciourt  in  such  matters,  the  paternal 
relations  are  first  to  be  consulted.  The  paternal  relations  in  this 
case  consist  of  the  grandfather  of  the  infant,  an  uncle,  and  an  aunt, 
all  of  whom  are  unanimous  in  desiring  that  Mr.  Servey  Talbot,  the 
paternal  uncle,  should  be  the  next  friend.  Mr.  Hervey  Talbot 
instructs  his  solicitors  to  take  proceedings  for  getting  him  appointed 
next  friend.  The  solicitors  take  steps  accordingly ;  they  obtain 
two  orders  of  course,  one  for  changing  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors,  and 
the  other  appointing  Mr.  Hervey  Talbot  next  friend.  It  is  said  that 
the  latter  of  these  orders  ought  to  have  been  made  on  an  affidavit 
of  fitness,  but  no  authority  has  been  cited  for  that  proposition ;  and 
I  have  by  personal  inquiry  ascertained  that  the  practice  of  the 
office  is  the  other  way,  and  I  cannot  sustain  that  objection. 

[His  Honour  then  considered  the  objections  which  had  been 
raised  to  the  fitness  of  Mr.  Servey  Talbot^  and  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that,  on  the  evidence,  they  were  quite  unfounded,  and  refused 
the  motion  with  costs.] 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Frere  dt  Co. ;  Messrs.  Herbert  d:  NichoUoii ; 
Messrs.  Parkin  db  Pagden. 


Mr.  Sot^hffote,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  KeTcemehy  for  Eervey  Talbot,  were         «. 


Talbot. 
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M.B.  CHAPMAN  V.  CHAPMAN. 

^^         Practice^  Payment  out  of  Court — Order  for  Payment — De(M  of  Party  named 
Feb,  16.  in  the  Order — Payment  to  PepreserUatives — Chancery  Funds  Evk^  1872, 
r.  22. 

By  an  order  made  in  1827  part  of  the  dividends  of  a  fond  in  Court  was 
ordered  to  be  paid  to  A.  during  the  life  of  B^  A,  died  in  1873  in  the  life- 
time of  B. : — 

Edd,  that  tinder  the  Chancery  Funds  Rules,  1872,  r.  22,  the  executor  of 
^.,  though  not' named  in  the  order,  wafl  entitled  to  have  the  future  divideads 
paid  to  him  without  any  fresh  order  beiog  made. 

Ann  BIDEOUT,  being  tenant  for  life  of  a  fund  in  Court  in  the 
above  suit,  granted  an  annuity  of  £15  10s.  to  William  Matiyn, 
and  secured  it  by  a  charge  on  the  fund. 

On  the  23r4  of  March,  1827,  an  order  was  made  that  out  of  the 
dividends  of  the  fund  the  sum  of  £15  IO5.  should  be  paid  to 
WiUiam  Martyn  during  the  life  of  Ann  Bideotdy  and  that  the 
residue  of  such  dividends  should  be  paid  to  Ann  Bideout  during 
her  life.  William  Martyn  had  lately  died.  Ann  Bideout  nas  still 
living. 

The  executors  of  William  Martyn  produced  the  probate  of  the 
will  of  William  Martyn  to  the  Paymaster  General,  and  asked  for 
payment  to  them  under  rule  22  of  the  Chancery  Funds  Boles, 
1872 ;  but  the  Paymaster-General  doubted  whether  the  case  was 
within  the  order,  because,  first,  the  order  was  made  before  the 
rule ;  secondly,  the  payment  was  a  recurring  payment ;  and  thirdly, 
the  payment  was  to  be  made  to  William  Martyn  as  mortgagee,  and 
not  in  his  own  right. 

Mr.  C.  Brovme  now  mentioned  the  matter  to  the  Court 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  said  that  he  had  had  an  opportmiity 
of  considering  the  point,  and  thought  that  the  case  fell  within  the 
rule. 

Solicitor :  Mr.  G.  E.  Thomas, 
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FORSTER  V.  ABRAHAM,  M.  R. 

[1873    F.    821.]  ^^^ 

Will—Power  of  Sale — Power  to  appoint  Kew  Tru$tee$ — Appointment  of  Tenant 

for  Life-^Title — Vendor  and  Purchaser, 

Testator  devised  his  real  estate  to  tmsteesy.in  trust  for  his  wife  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  F,  for  life,  with  remainders  orer,  and  with  a  power  of  sale, 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Imsteei  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  and  with  the 
usual  powter  for  the  aorTivisg  or  acting  trustee  or  troatoes,  with  the  oonaent 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  to  appoint  new  trustees.  The  sole  acting  trustee 
appointed  the  testator*s  widow  and  F,  new  trustees  jointly  with  himself. 
jP.  being  sole  surviring  trustee  contracted  for  the  sale  of  part  of  the  pro- 
perty:— 

Eeld^  that  the  power  to  appoint  new  trustees  had  been  well  exercised, 
there  being  nothing  in  the  will  to  prevent  the  appointment  of  a  tenant  for 
life  as  trustee ;  and  that  F,  could  make  a  good  title  to  the  property,  which 
the  Court  would  enforce  upon  a  purchaser. 

X  HIS  was  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  by  a  vendor  for  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  sale  of  certain  real  estate. 

Charles  Smith  Forster,  who  died  in  1850,  by  his  will|  made  in 
18479  devised  all  his  real  estate  (which  included  a  moiety  of  the 
lands  contracted  to  be  sold)  unto  and  to  the  use  of  his  brother 
John  Forster,  Charles  Emertf,Philip  Pratt, and  George  Stvhbs, their 
heirs  and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  pay  to  his  wife,  Elizabeth  Forster, 
the  rents  thereof  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to  pay  the 
same  to  his  only  son,  the  Plaintiff,  for  his  life,  and  after  the  Plain- 
tiff's decease  on  certain  trusts  for  the  Plaintiff's  issue  and  on  other 
trusts.  And  it  was  thereby  declared  that,  in  the  discretion  and  of 
the  proper  authority  of  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being 
of  his  said  will,  all  or  any  part  of  the  hereditaments  so  devised  by 
him  should  or  might  be  absolutely  sold.  And  the  testator  be- 
queathed the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustees 
upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  at  interest,  and  to  pay  to  hisVife  the 
dividends  and  income  thereof  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
npon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned.  And  the  testator  appointed  his 
wife  and  the  Plaintiff  and  the  said  Philip  Pratt  and  Qeorge  Stutbs 
his  executors  (but  revoked  the  appointment  of  Pratt  and  StMs  by 
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M.  B.       a  subsequent  codicil).    And  it  was  by  the  said  will  provided  that 

1874        if  the  said  trusteeSi  or  any  of  them,  should  die  in  his  lifetime^ 

FoBSTSB     or  should  at  his  decease  decline  to  accept,  or  become  incapable  of 

Ab&Iham     ^^^f^cepUng  the  trusts  therein  contained,  or  if  the  said  trustees,  or 

any  of  them,  or  any  future  trustee  or  trustees  to  be  appointed 

under  that  proyision  in  their  place,  should  at  any  time  after  his 
decease  die,  or  desire  to  be  discharged  from,  or  neglect,  or  refuse,  or 
become  incapable  to  act  in  the  trusts  of  the  will,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  surviving  or  acting  trustee  or  trustees  for  the  time  being  of 
the  will,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  last  survivii^  or 
acting  trustee,  with  the  consent  of  the  person  or  persons  who 
should  for  the  time  being  be  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  said  real 
estates,  and  the  income  of  the  said  trust  moneys  and  his  personal 
estate,  if  adult,  otherwise  at  the  discretion  of  such  trustee  or  tros- 
tees,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  last  surviving  or 
acting  trustee,  to  nominate  a  fit  person  or  persons  to  succbed  the 
trustee  or  trustees  respectively  so  dying,  desiring  to  be  discharged, 
or  refusing,  neglecting,  or  becoming  incapable  to  act  as  aforesud ; 
and  providing  that  the  trust  estate  should  be  conveyed  to  such 
new  trustees  jointly  with  the  surviving  trustee,  or  solely ;  and  that 
every  such  new  trustee  should  have  the  same  powers  as  if  he  had 
been  appointed  a  trustee  by  the  said  will. 

John  ForsteTy  Philip  Pratt,  and  Gearffe  Stubbs  disclaimed  by 
deed  the  devises  and  trusts  of  the  wilL 

By  an  indenture  of  the  1st  of  January,  1852,  and  made  between 
Charles  Emery,  of  the  first  part,  Elizabeth  Forster,  of  the  second 
part,  and  Samuel  Wilkinson,  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  that 
the  said  Charles  Emery,  as  the  sole  acting  trustee  of  the  said  will, 
in  exercise  of  the  power  reserved  to  him  in  that  behalf,  had  at  the 
request  of  Elizabeth  Forster  (being  the  person  then  entitled  to  the 
income  of  the  estate)  agreed  to  appoint  the  said  Elizabeth  Forsler 
and  the  Plaintiff  to  be  trustees  of  the  will  to  succeed  John  Forsler, 
Philip  Pratt,  and  Qeorge  Stubbs,  it  was  witnessed  that  Charles 
Emery,  by  virtue  of  the  said  power,  with  the  consent  of  Elizciheth 
Forster,  appointed  the  said  EHzcibeth  Forster  and  the  Plaintiff  to 
be  trustees  in  the  place  of  the  said  John  Forster,  Philip  Pratt,  and 
Oeorge  StuUbs,  for  ail  the  trusts,  and  with  all  the  powers  contained 
in  the  will ;  and  that  he  conveyed  all  the  hereditaments  vested  in 
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Abbahau. 


VOL.  XYIL]  BOUIITT  OASBS.'  853 

him  as  such  actmg  trustee  of  the  will  to  the  said  Elizabeth  Forster       HL  B. 
and  the  Plainti£f  to  the  use  of  the  said  Charles  Emery^  Minabelh       1874 
Foreter,  and  the  Plaintiff  in  fee,  upon  and  lor  the  trusts  and  pur-     fobstsb 
poses,  and  with  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisions,  and  declara- 
tions in  the  will  contained* 

Charles  Emery  died  in  1864;  Mkahelh  Farsler  died  in  1869, 
and  no  other  trustee  of  the  will  had  been  appointed* 

In  1873  the  Plaintiff,  acting  as  suryiying  trustee  of  the  will,  as 
well  as  in  his  own  right,  contracted  with  the  Defendant  for  the 
sale  of  certain  lands,  one  moiety  of  which  formed  part  of  the  trust 
estate  of  the  testator,  and  the  other  moiety  belonged  to  the 
Plaintiff 

The  Defendant  objected  to  complete  the  purchase  on  the 
ground  that  the  appointment  of  the  Plaintiff  to  be  a  trustee  of  the 
will  was  invalid,  regard  being  had  to  his  porition  as  tenant  for  life 
under  the  will,  and  that,  therefore,  tJie  Plaintiff  had  no  power  to 
sell  the  premiseSt 

The  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  specific  performance,  and  the 
question  of  the  validity  of  the  Plaintiff's  appointment  as  trustee 
was  raised  by  demurrer. 

Mr*  JFVy,  Q.C^  and  Mr.  BeaJe,  for  the  Defendant,  in  support  of 
the  demurrer : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  it  was  competent  for  the 
sole  acting  trustee  of  the  will  to  appoint  two  successive  tenants  for 
hfe,  namely,  the  testator^s  widow  and  the  Plaintiff,  as  trustees  of  the 
devised  estates.  We  contend  that  it  was  not ;  for  in  the  case  of 
trustees  with  a  power  of  sale  it  is  not  allowable  in  appointing  new 
trustees  to  appoint  a  tenant  for  life  in  possession  to  be  such  new 
trustee* 

Here  it  was  not  competent  to  the  acting  trustee  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  new  trustees  to  look  merely. to  the  interest  of  the  tenants 
for  life,  yet  the  appointment  in  question  might  not  have  been  for 
the  benefit  of  those  entitled  in  remainder.  Moreover,  the  Court 
when  appointing  new  trustees  is  always  jealous  of  appointing  a 
tenant  for  life.  In  this  case  the  scope  of  the  will  indicates  an 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that  the  tenants  for  life  under 
the  will  should  not  be  appointed  trustees* 
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H.  R.  In  the  case  of  In  re  Tempest  (1)  the  principle  was  laid  down, 

1874       that  the  Court  in  appointing  a  new  trustee  will  have  regard  to  the 

FoBBTER     ^ish^s  of  the  author  of  the  trust  as  may  be  deduced  from  the  in- 

V*         strument ;  and  also  that  the  Court  will  not  appoint  a  person  with 

a  view  to  the  interest  of  some  of  the  eestuis  que  trust. 

We  submit  that  the  power  was  not  properly  exercised  by  the 
appointment  of  the  Plainti£f  as  trustee,  and  that,  therefore,  he 
cannot  make  a  title  to  the  property. 

Mr.  Southgatef  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshaxce^  for  the  Plaintiff,  were 
not  called  on. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.E. : — 

I  will  not  trouble  you,  Mr.  SotUhgate.  I  take  it  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Court  in  all  these  cases  to  give  an  opinion  whether  the 
title  is  good  or  bad. 

This  is  a  pure  question  of  law,  and,  therefore,  following  the 
decision  of  the  Appeal  Court  in  Alexander  v.  Milb  (2),  I  decide 
that  the  title  is  not  doubtful,  but  that  it  is  good. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  appointment  was  warranted  by  the 
express  terms  of  the  power ;  but  it  is  said  that  it  was  a  bad  ap- 
pointment on  one  or  both  of  the  two  grounds  which  I  am  going  to 
mention.  First  of  all  it  is  said  that  in  the  case  of  tnistees  with  a 
power  of  sale  it  is  not  allowable  to  appoint  the  tenant  for  life  in  pos- 
session as  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  power  of  sale.  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  authority  for  any  such  prcqposition,  nor  do  I  think  the  pioposi- 
tion  founded  either  in  reason  or  in  the  practice  of  conveyancen. 
Under  the  old  form  of  settlement,  the  common  form  (with  which 
I  am  by  no  means  unfamiliar)  was  not  to  vest  the  power  of  sale, 
strictly  so  called,  in  trustees,  but  to  vest  it  in  the  trustees  in  this 
way :  it  was  a  power  and  direction  to  the  trustees  to  sell  at  the 
request  of  the  tenant  for  life.  The  result,  therefore,  was  in  hd  to 
give  the  power  to  the  tenant  for  life,  and  the  only  use  of  puttiog 
in  the  trustees  was  to  secure  the  due  application  of  the  purchase- 
money.  I  know  that  now  the  more  common  form  is  to  giye  it  to 
the  trustees  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  but  the  older 
form  is  still  sometimes  in  use.    Therefore  this  supposed  disabilitf 

(1)  Law  Rep,  1  Ch.  486.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  124. 


VOL.  X7n.]  EQUITY  OASES.  855 

imposed  oax  the  tenaat  for  life,  as  to  determining  the  time  of  sale,       M.  B. 
on  the  ground  that  his  interest  might  be  conflicting,  has  no       1874 
existence  accordbg  to  usage.      Of  course  in  questions  of  this     f^steb 
kind,  as  regards  the  mode  of  settlement  of  the .  real  estate,  this    ^^  *- 

must  weigh  yery  much  with  the  Court.     It  has  not  been  con-       

sidered  that  there  has  been  any  impropriety  or  conflict  of  interest, 
as  regards  the  time  of  sale  or  the  necessity  for  a  sale,  between  the 
position  ci  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  position  of  the  other  parties 
claiming  under  the  settlement 

Is  there  then  any  objection  in  reason  ?  I  think  not.  It  is  quite 
true  that  now  and  then  the  tenant  for  life  may  require  a  sale  for 
the  purpose  of  increasing  his  income ;  but  that  is  a  very  rare  case. 
As  a  general  rule  there  is  no  one  more  anxious  th|m  the  tenant  for 
life  to  keep  the  estate  unsold,  and  there  is  no  one  more  likely 
than  the  tenant  for  life  to  take  care  that  it  is  sold  on  a  proper 
occasion,  and  when  it  will  realise  the  highest  possible  price.  If 
my  opinion  were  asked  on  the  reason  of  the  thing,  I  should  s^ 
that  on  the  whole  the  tenant  for  life  is  the  person  most  likely  to 
be  the  best  judge. 

I  am  now  going  to  the  next  point  which  I  have  alluded  to, 
that  is  as  to  practice  and  usage.  According  to  my  experience, 
which,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  is  not  very  short,  the  practice  is  for 
the  tenant  for  life  to  sell  the  estate,  and  to  enter  into  the  contract 
for  sale,  and  then  to  apply  afterwards  to  the  trustees  to  join.  In 
reality,  therefore,  the  trustees  do  not  determine  the  time  of  sale. 
I  have  known  many  cases  in  which  the  actual  contract  has  been 
signed  by  the  tenant  for  life  before  any  communication  whatever 
was  made  to  the  trustees.  ISlo  doubt  the  more  usual  and  the  more 
polite  course  is,  when  arrangements  have  been  made,  or  are  con- 
templated, for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  to  inform  the  trustees  before 
everything  is  finally  settled ;  but,  as  a  rule,  the  initiation  of  the 
sale,  according  to  my  experience,  proceeds  from  the  tenant  for  life. 

Looking,  then,  both  to  the  reason  of  the  thing,  and  to  the  prac- 
tice and  usage  of  conveyancers,  I  see  no  reasonable  ground  for 
saying  that  the  appointment  of  the  tenant  for  life  per  86  is  im- 
proper. I  find  also  that  although,  as  a  rule,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
exercises  its  discretion  in  the  appointment  of  new  trustees — ^a  dis- 
cretion I  may  say  as  regards  which  I  respectfully  wish  to  express 
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M.  R.       my  cordial  assent  to  what  fell  from  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  the 

1874        case  of  In  re  Temped  (1) — ^yet  it  is  not  an  arbitrary  discretion,  but 

FoHsncB     ^  ^  applied  according  to  settled  roles.    Then  exercisiiig  that 

^'         discretion,  as  I  said  before,  the  general  role  is  that  the  Court  of 

Chancery  will  not  appoint  the  tenant  for  life,  although  it  may  do  so, 

and  sometimes  has  done  so.  Theref(H«  there  is  no  insuperable 
objection  to  the  tenant  for  life  per  ae,  that  is,  nothing  to  make  the 
appointment  invalid. 

The  other  ground  is  this,  that  even  assuming  that  to  be  the 
general  rule,  yet  there  are  in  this  case  indications  in  the  wiU  that 
the  testator  did  not  wish  the  tenant  for  life  to  be  appointed.  I 
think  that  is  not  made  out ;  that  is  to  say,  there  are  no  indicatians 
of  a  binding  character,  because  the  mere  intimation  of  a  wish,  if 
it  were  not  made  so  far  a  part  of  the  will  as  to  be  binding,  would 
be  useless. 

On  this  point  I  was  referred  to  the  case  of  In  re  Tempest,  which 
i^pes  not  appear  to  me  to  have  any  direct  bearing  upon  it  That 
was  an  appointment  by  the  Court ;  the  Court  thought  that,  though 
not  bound  by  an  intimation  of  this  kind  to  be  found  in  the  will,  it 
would  be  proper  to  have  regard  to  it ;  but  the  very  form  of  ihe 
judgment  in  that  case  shews  that  it  was  not  binding  on  the  Court 
The  Court  might  have  appointed  the  gentleman  named ;  it  did 
not  choose  to  do  so ;  it  held  its  hand  on  account  of  this  indication 
of  intention,  shewing  most  clearly  that  if  the  appointment  had 
been  made  by  the  Court  it  would  have  been  valid.  It  was  not 
under  the  notion  that  the  appointment  if  made  would  be  invalid; 
but  it  was,  that,  there  being  a  discretion  to  be  exercised,  it  was  for 
the  Court  to  look  at  any  indications  expressed  of  a  wish  on  the 
part  of  the  testator,  to  guide  the  Court  in  the  exercise  of  its  dis- 
cretion. Of  course,  if  the  testator  had  given  definite  instructions 
in  his  will,  those  would  have  amounted  to  declarations  of  inten- 
tion, which  the  Court  could  not  have  disregarded,  because  they 
would  have  been  a  part  of  the  will  itsel£  Therefore,  when  we 
come  to  consider  the  case  of  In  re  Tempeetj  it  is  rather  an  authority 
against  this  demurrer  than  in  &vour  of  it. 

Is  there,  then,  anything  on  the  face  of  this  will  which  shews 
that  distrust  of  the  tenants  for  life  which  was  indicated,  or  which 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Cb.  485. 
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the  Court  decided  to  be  indicated,  in  the  case  of  In  re  Tempest  ?  (1)       M.  R. 
So  far  from  that  I  find  the  greatest  trust  and  confidence  reposed       1874 
in  the  tenants  for  life  in  this  case.    The  tenants  for  life  are  made     FoBms 
ezecntors,  and  have  the  control  of  the  investment  of  the  personal 
estate,  shewing  the  confidence  placed  in  them  by  the  testator.    It 
is  difScnlt  to  say  that  that  is  not  strong  evidence  that  they  might 
be  trusted  with  the  sale  of  his  real  estates,  or  the  application  of 
the  moneys  to  be  produced  from  the  side. 

The  next  point  is  this :  There  is  a  power  to  appoint  new  trus- 
tees. I  find  the  consent  of  the  successive  tenants  for  life  is  abso- 
lutely required  for  the  exercise  of  that  power.  Here,  agaiu,  the 
testator  has  trusted  the  tenants  for  life  to  act  as  trustees  indepen- 
dently of  their  beneficial  interest,  and  he  has  considered  that  the 
last  surviving  trustee  and  the  tenant  for  life  are  the  persons  who 
are  to  select  the  new  trustees.  Therefore  I  can  find  no  evidence 
in  this  will  of  any  distrust  or  want  of  confidence  on  the  part  of 
the  testator,  and  that  was  the  ground  in  In  re  Tempest.  I  am 
strongly  of  opinion  that  the  Court  thought  there  was  an  anxious 
desire  to  exclude  the  gentleman  who  was  the  nominee  in  that  case. 
I  can  find  nothing  more  here  than  the  fact  that  the  tenants  for 
life  were  not  appointed  trustees  in  the  first  instance,  which  by  no 
means  shews  that  they  were  incapable  of  being  appointed;  on 
the  contrary,  the  power  is  to  appoint  '^any  fit  persons,"  which 
means  persons  individually  fit. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  is  really  nothing  special 
in  this  will  at  all  to  induce  the  Court,  assuming  the  general  rule 
to  be  as  I  have  stated,  to  exclude  these  tenants  for  life.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  argument  on  both  these  grounds  fails.  Although 
I  do  not  say  that  the  Court  would  have  made  this  appointment, 
yet,  it  having  been  made  under  a  power  in  the  will,  which  I  think 
was  properly  exercisable  and  properly  exercised,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is  a  good  title.  Therefore  the  demurrer  must  be  over- 
niled,  and,  of  course,  with  the  usual  consequences. 

Solicitors:  Messrs.  BeaU^  Marigold^  dt  BeaU;  Messrs.  Beource 
&  Son,  agents  for  Messrs.  Wilkinson  dt  OiUetpie,  Walsall 

(1)  Law  Kep.  1  Gh.  485. 
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M.B.  LOED  ABINGEB  v.  ASHTON. 

Jj^  [1872    A.    15.] 

Decjlh  12.    2^^^^  ^  ^^  JfinM— Cowwan*  Jy  Lessees— Mode  of  Workin^^Worhing  Seam 

in  consecutive  Order — Evidence  of  Cutiom — Bxflfor  Inftmcticn* 

By  a  lease  of  collieries  in  Cheshire^  certain  pits  or  mines,  oomprismg  the 
T.  mine,  which  was  the  uppermost,  the  B,  mine,  which  was  the  next,  and  the 
C,  mine,  which  was  the  lowest,  were,  with  other  higher  and  interreniog 
nunes,  demised  to  lessees  with  power  to  work  and  get  ooal  from  the  same  at 
a  fixed  rent,  and  with  a  covenant  that  they  should  work  and  cany  on  the 
mines  with  their  utmost  skill  and  ability,  in  the  best  and  meet  effectoal 
manner,  to  the  best  advantage,  and  according  to  the  common  mode  and  usul 
practice  of  carrying  on  ooal  works  or  collieries  with  effect. 
/  On  a  bill  by  the  lessor,  alleging  that  the  Defendants,  after  having  for 
some  time  worked  the  said  three  mines,  had  ceased  working  the  T,  mine, 
and  also  that  they  were  working  the  C  mine  in  advance  of  the  B.  miDe, 
and  praying  injunctions  accordingly :— - 

Held,  that,  under  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  the  Defendants  were  entitled 
to  work  any  of  the  mines  without  working  all,  or  all  that  they  had  commenoed 
to  work ;  that,  according  to  the  evidence  before  the  Oourt,  it  was  the  oohh 
mon  practice  in  the  district  to  work  a  lower  seam  of  coal  before  working  a 
higher;  that  there  was  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  Defendants  were 
conunitting  a  breach  of  the  covenant ;  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  oost^. 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  by  the  owners  of  an  estate  in  DukinfM  and 
Newton,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  under  which  certain  coal  mines 
were  situated,  against  the  lessees  of  the  said  mines,  to  restrain 
them  from  further  digging  any  coal  or  carrying  on  any  workings  in 
one  of  the  mines,  called  the  Cannd  Mine,  until  they  had  carried 
on  the  workings  in  another  mine,  called  the  Black  Mine,  to  the 
same  point  to  which  the  working  of  the  first-named  mine  bad 
been  extended,  and  also  restrain  them  from  working  the  EUui 
and  Cannd  Mines  without  working  the  Taum  Lane  Mine. 

The  mines  or  beds  of  coal  and  cannel  in  question  in  the  snit 
consisted  (besides  many  others  which  had  never  been  worked)  of 
the  Town  Lane  Mine,  which  was  the  uppermost^  the  Bladt  Mine, 
which  was  the  next,  and  the  Cannel  Mine,  which  was  the  lowest  of 
the  three  which  had  been  worked. 

Before  the  date  of  his  lease  to  the  Defendants,  the  lessor,  FraneU 
Astleif,  had  sunk  a  pit  called  AsUet/'s  New  Pit,  and  by  means  of  it 


VOL.  XVn.]  EQUITY  CASEa  359 

had  gotten  portions  of  the  Town  Lane  Mine^  and  had  begun  to       ii  B. 
work  it ;  he  had  also  driven  out  roads  and  airways,  or  air  gates,       1373 
from  the  pit  on  the  north  and  south  sides  to  the  boundary  of       ^[^ 
the  Taum  Lane  Mine,  and  had  worked  back  from  that  furthest     abimqkb 
extremity  on  the  north  side,  and  gotten  the  Taton  Lane  Mine  or     Abhtoh. 
seam  of  coal,  working  backwards  on  the  north  side,  and  was  pre- 
paring  to  work  on  the  south  side,  and  had  also  placed  machinery 
in  the  pit  for  the  purpose  of  working  it. 

By  the  lease  of  the  15th  of  November,  1856,  made  between 
Francis  AsUey  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendants  of  the  other 
part,  AsUey  demised  to  the  lessees  ''  all  such  parts  and  portions,  or 
80  much  and  such  part  of  all  those  several  mines,  delphs,  veins, 
and  beds  of  coal  and  cannel  lying  and  being  under  the  lands  and 
grounds  of  FroflMie  Ariley  as  were  not  then  leased,  and  called 
the  Bkiek  Mine,  the  Totcn  Lane  Mine,  and  the  Peaeock  Mine,  and 
all  other  mines  of  coal  and  cannel  lying  between  the  Chreat  and 
Roffer  Mines  and  the  Peaeock  Mine  (with  certain  exceptions),  and 
also  the  pit  called  *Astlefy*s  New  Pit* "  with  its  steam  engines  and 
buildings,  and  all  the  machinery  therein  mentioned,  with  the 
power  to  get  the  same  mines,  and  to  make  and  sink  any  pits,  and 
driye  any  tunnels  or  trenches,  and  to  make  any  canals,  water- 
contses,  and  fences,  and  to  set  up  any  engines  or  machinery  therein 
mentioned :  To  hold  the  demised  premises  for  twenty-three  years 
at  the  rents  and  quarterages  thereinafter  mentioned  in  particular 
for  the  pit  called  Astleys  New  Pit,  in  addition  to  the  quarterages, 
the  yearly  rent  of  £3000,  payable  quarterly,  the  first  payment 
to  be  a  quarter  after  the  lessees  should,  by  sinking  Aslley^s 
N0W  Pit  300  yards  below  the  present  depth,  pursuant  to  a  cove- 
tumt  for  that  purpose  thereinafter  contained,  had  arrived  at  the 
mine  of  coal  called  the  Bla(A  Mine,  and  until  that  time  £250  only 
quarterly. 

The  lease  also  contained  provisions  for  working  the  mines,  for 
tismg  the  roads  for  the  purpose  of  carting  away  the  produce  of 
the  mines,  and  also  a  covenant  by  the  lessees  **  that  they  shall 
and  will  at  all  times  during  the  term,  work,  use,  manage,  and  carry 
on  the  said  mines  thereby  demised  with  their  utmost  care  and 
ability,  and  with  a  competent  number  of  workmen,  and  in  the 
best  and  most  effectual  manner,  to  the  best  advantage,  and  accord- 
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M.  B.       ing  to  the  common  mode  and  usual  practice  of  carrying  on  all 

1873        coal  works  or  collieries  with  effect,  and  according  to  the  true  in- 

£^       tent  and  meaning  of  these  presents ;  and  that  no  coal  or  cannel 

Abdsgxb     ^2oal  shall  be  riddled  at  the  bottom  of  the  coal  pits,  or  either  or 

Abhtok.     any  of  them,  but  that  all  the  coal,  cannel,  and  slack  shall  be 

gotten  or  brought  up  from  the  said  mines ;  the  coal  and  cannel 

hereby  demised,  and  each  and  every  of  them  shall  be  free  and 

honestly  gotten  or  brought  up  out  of  all  the  coal  pits  then  open, 

or  that  shall  be  made  or  sunk  by  virtue  of  such  lease  to  the 

ground  above  in  order  to  be  freely  and  properly  sold.** 

The  Defendants  sunk  the  pit  called  Ariley's  New  Pti^  so  as  to 
reach  the  mine  called  the  Black  Mine,  which  they  commenced 
working  in  1858. 

Li  1862  the  Defendants  carried  tunnels  from  AeUef/^e  New  PU 
lower  than  the  Black  Mine  down  into  the  mine  or  seam  of  coal 
called  the  Cannel  Mine,  which  was  said  to  produce  coal  of  a  better 
quality  and  commanding  a  higher  price  than  that  produced  from  the 
Town  Lane  Mine  and  the  Blaek  Mine.  They  subsequently,  under  a 
new  agreement,  sunk  a  second  shaft,  which  was  used  as  the  upcast 
shaft  for  ventilation,  and  was  also  used  until  the  accident  heremafler 
stated  for  the  purpose  of  working  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  the  two 
lower  mines  being  worked  through  the  AsUey^e  New  PH.  In  the 
b^inning  of  1870  an  accident  occurred  in  the  Dunkirk  CoBkni 
of  the  Defendants,  by  which  several  lives  were  lost^  which  caused 
attention  to  be  directed  to  the  ventilation  of  the  mine. 

In  September,  1870,  the  Plaintiffs,  the  trustees  under  the  will 
of  Franeie  AsUey  (who  had  died  in  1866),  caused  a  written  requi- 
sition to  be  sent  to  the  Defendants,  requiring  them  to  work  in  a 
proper  and  workmanlike  manner  the  coal  called  the  Town  Lane 
Mine,  and  to  keep  open  and  in  proper  condition  all  the  airways 
and  roads  in  the  same  mine,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  in  the  said 
lease. 

The  Plaintiflb  alleged  that  the  Defendants,  for  some  time  after 
working  the  Town  Lane  Mine  in  the  manner  conunenced  by  the 
said  Franeie  Aelley,  at  the  extremity  of  the  mine  and  of  the  roads 
and  airways  commenced  by  AiUley,  worked  the  same  mine  on  the 
south  side  firom  near  the  mouthing  of  the  mine  into  the  air  or 
upcast  pit,  by  means  of  scaffolding  cages  and  machinery,  and 
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worked  this  withoat  haying  proper  pillars  on  each  side  of  the       M.  B. 
roads  and  airways  as  fiEtr  as  they  worked,  and  so  choking  up  the       isTS 
roads  and  airways  beyond  the  workings  as  made  by  AsUey^  and       ][^ 
left  by  him  at  the  commencement  of  the  lease ;  that  the  Defen-    Abinokb 
dants  afterwards  improperly  worked  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  and     AsBTcnr. 
worked  it  only  a  few  hundred  yards  from  the  mouthing,  and.  shut 
up  the  airways  and  roads  in  the  said  mine,  and  left  a  large  block 
of  the  Unon  Lane  Mine  unworked  and  ungotten,  and  had  allowed 
the  leyels  and  airgates  and  water-levels  in  the  same  mine  to 
become  choked  and  out  of  repair. 

The  Plaintifis  further  alleged  that  the  Defendants  were  work- 
ing the  Bhuk  Mine  and  Oannd  Mine  without  working  the  Tenon 
Lane  Mine,  whereas  they  were  bound  to  continue  the  workings 
of  each  of  the  three  mines  after  they  had  commenced  them  until 
each  mine  was  exhausted,  and  to  work  the  block  of  the  Taum 
Lane  Mine  which  they  had  left  unworked ;  that  the  Defendants 
bad  lately  ceased  to  work  the  Taufn  Lane  Mine,  and  had  taken 
away  the  scaffolding  and  machinery  placed  by  them  on  the  de- 
mised premises  for  working  that  mine,  and  had  done  so  without 
r^rd  to  the  covenants  in  the  lease  and  the  practice  of  good 
mining,  under  the  pretext  that  they  could  not  otherwise  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for  the  regulation  of  mines,  23  & 
21  Vict  c.  151,  8. 10,  r.  1,  which  related  to  ventilation. 

The  Plaintiffs  further  alleged  that  the  Defendante  were  working 
the  Cannel  Mine  to  the  detriment  of  the  Taufn  Lane  Mine  and  the 
Black  Mine;  that  the  Oannd  Mine  was  only  fifty  yards  below  the 
Black  Mine ;  and  that,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  coal 
measures,  the  Defendants  ought,  by  the  roles  of  good  mining  and 
according  to  the  covenants  in  the  lease,  not  to  work  the  Oannd 
Mine  beyond  and  in  advance  of  the  workings  of  the  BUuik  Mine, 
but  that  they  had  worked,  and  were  continuing  to  work,  the  Oannd 
Wm  in  advance  of  the  workings  of  the  BUiek  Mine. 

The  bill  prayed,  First :  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the  De- 
fendants were  bound  under  their  lease  not  to  work  the  Oannd 
Jtine,  and  that  they  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from 
farther  digging  \  any  coal  or  carrying  any  workings  in  the  Oannd 
ULim  until  they  had  carried  on  their  workings  in  the  Blaek  Mine 
to  the  same  point  to  which  they  had  extended  their  workings  in 
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If.  B.       the  Oannd  Mine,  and  from  working  the  Oannd  Mine  to  a  point 

1878        beyond  their  workings  of  the  Bhieh  Mine ;  Secondly :  That  the 

j^m^       Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  allowing  the  roads  and  air- 

Abinoeb     ^;^yg  {j^  the  Town  Lane  Mine  to  remain  choked  up,  or  otherwise 

AflHTOK.     than  open  and  in  proper  working  order,  and  from  continuing  the 

"~~        remoYal  of  the  machinery,  scaffolding,  and  cages  for  working  the 

T<Ai(m  Lathe  Mine  ;   Thirdly :  That  it  might  be  declared  that  the 

Defendants  were  bonnd  to  continue  to  work  the  Town  Lane  Mine 

in  a  proper  manner,  and  might  be  restrained  from  working  or 

getting  oat  coal  from  the  Black  Mine  and  Cannd  Mine^  or  from 

the  Dunkirk  CoOiery^  withoat  continning  to  work  the  Town  Lane 

Mine  in  a  proper  manner  and  according  to  the  covenants  in  the 

lease ;  Fourthly :  That  the  Defendants  might  be  ordered,  in  addition 

to,  or  substitution  for,  any  portion  of  the  relief  prayed,  to  pay  to 

the  Plaintiffs  such  damages  as  the  Court  should  direct ;  and  for 

consequential  relief. 

The  Defendants,  by  their  answer,  submitted  that  working  the 
said  mines  in  the  manner  they  had  done  was  justified  by  the  CI^ 
cumstances  of  the  case ;  and  that  it  was  not  to  thiB  prejudice  of 
the  other  mines  comprised  in  the  lease,  and  was  consistent  with 
the  covenants  in  the  lease,  and  was  in  accordance  with  the  roles  of 
good  mining. 

The  Defendants  stated  that,  after  the  accident  before  referred 
to,  the  Government  Inspector  pronounced  the  ventilation  inade- 
quate, and  gave  his  opinion  that  with  the  mode  of  working  then 
practiced,  namely,  raising  the  coal  from  the  upper  mine  through 
the  upcast  shaft,  the  ventilation  was  inadequate  for  safety,  snd 
suggested  that  the  upcast  shaft  or  Town  Lane  Pit  should  be 
devoted  exclusively  to  the  purposes  of  ventilation,  for  which  alone 
it  had  been  originally  sunk.  They  stated  that  they  then  caused  a 
minute  inspection  of  the  colliery  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Orca  and 
Mr.  Hiffson,  two  eminent  mining  engineers,  who  made  a  report  on 
the  21st  of  September,  1870,  as  to  the  causes  of  the  defective 
ventilation  of  the  colliery,  and  after  recommending  the  removal 
of  a  scaffold  at  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  they  continued  thus :  "  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  Lower  Mine  cannot  be  sufficiently  and 
safely  ventUated  so  long  as  the  Town  Lane  is  being  worked ;  and 
as  it  appears  that  the  protection  of  life  is  an  equal  protecticm  of 
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property,  we  advise  yoa  to  abandon  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  and  M.  B. 
work  with  increased  energy  the  Blaoh  and  Cannel  Mines,  and  i873 
thereby  avoid,  the  present  excessive  risk,  at  the  same  time  that  ^2n> 
you  will  secnre  a  better  result  for  all  parties  concerned."  Abikqbr 

The  Defendants  stated  that  the  Cannel  Mine  was  about  fifty     Asbtost. 
yards  only  below  the  Black  Mine ;  that  they  were  advised  by  com-        ""^ 
potent  authorities  that  they  ought  not,  by  the  rules  of  good  mining, 
or  according  to  the  covenants  in  the  lease,  to  abstain  from  working 
the  Cannel  Mine  to  a  point  below  and  in  advance  of  the  workings 
in  the  Black  Mine. 

The  Defendants  submitted  that  they  ought  to  allow  the  roads 
and  airways  in  the  Town  Lane  Mine  to  remain  as  at  present ;  and 
that  they  were  working  the  Black  Mine  and  Cannel  Mine  in  the 
only  proper  manner,  which  was  to  work  them  without  working  the 
Tovm  Lane  Mine. 

There  was  a  considerable  amount  of  evidence  on  both  sides. 
The  following  were  some  of  the  most  material  passages  in  the 
Plaintiffs*  evidence : — 

haac  Wheddon,  a  mining  agent  in  Cheshire,  stated  that ''  the 
common  mode  and  usual  practice  of  carrying  on  coal  works  of  this 
character  was,  when  the  seams  were  not  separated  by  a  very  great 
interval,  to  work  the  same  together,  or  to  work  the  upper  seam  in 
advance  of  the  seam  which  was  next  below  it,  and  not  to  work 
such  lower  seam  in  advance  of  such  upper  seam." 

Thomas  Livesey,  mining  engineer,  deposed  as  follows: — ''The 
working  of  one  mine  under  another  has  the  effect  of  breaking 
the  strata  between  the  two  mines,  and  the  Bhxek  Mine  being  only 
fifty  yards  or  thereabouts  above  the  Cannel  Mine,  this  would  be 
likely  to  take  place,  and  thus  injure  the  Black  Mine  both  as  to 
the  fieu^ility  of  working  afterwards,  and  also  as  to  the  quality  of 
coal,  thereby  doing  an  injury  to  the  lessor." 

Isaae  Wheddon,  in  a  further  affidavit,  said : — ^  The  allegation  in 
the  Defendants' answer  to  the  effect  that  it  was  well  known  that  no 
one  would  take  a  lease  of  collieries  with  a  restriction  requiring  the 
nkines  to  be  worked  successively  from  above  downwards,  does  not 
accurately  represent  the  practice  of  good  mining  as  understood 
^7  competent  engineers ;  the  contrary  is  in  many  instances  true, 
for  in  Derbyshire  it  will  be  found  that  lessees  are  absolutely  re- 
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M.  B.       stricted  by  their  leases  from  working  lower  mines  in  advance  of 

1873        those  above  them.    When  the  distance  between  mines  is  con- 

^^^       siderable,  a  lower  mine  may  be  worked  in  advance  of  an  upper 

Abisokb     without  so  much  injury  to  the  latter  as  where  the  distance  is 

AsHTOK.     small ;  but  under  any  circumstances  the  best  and  most  approved 

method  of  working  is  from  above  downwards." 

The  Defendants*  witnesses  stated  that  it  was  the  usual  practice 
in  the  district  to  work  a  lower  seam  of  coal  in  advance  oi  an 
upper  seam,  when  it  was  commercially  desirable  to  do  so.  They 
mentioned  specifically  several  instances  where  it  had  been  done  in 
South  Lancashire  and  GheAire,  and  said  that  they  considered  it 
the  best  practice  in  mining,  for  though  it  might  damage  the  roads» 
that  would,' only  be  an  injury  to  the  lessee  of  the  mine,  who 
would  be  bound  to  repair  them,  but  that  as  regarded  the  mine 
itself,  it  would  improve  the  upper  mine  and  increase  the  coal  to 
the  extent  of  50  per  cent.  The  following  were  some  of  the 
material  parts  of  the  evidence : — 

WiUiam  Bryham,  mining  engineer  and  colliery  proprietor, 
deposed: — ^That  he  had  had  considerable  experience  in  working 
the  cannel  and  other  seams  of  coal  in  the  Wigan  district^  and  had 
to  a  large  extent  worked  the  cannel  seam  in  advance  of  the  super* 
incumbent  seams  without  any  injury  or  detriment  to  the  latter ; 
that  he  was  at  present  workbg  the  Wig<M^  five-feet  and  the  WigM 
four-feet  seams  extensively  over  an  area  of  about  200  acres  from 
which  the  cannel  and  King  coal  seams  had  been  recently  exhausted 
(the  two  latter  seams  averaging  in  thickness  about  4ft.  9in.), 
and  lying  at  the  respective  distances  of  120  yards  and  14A  yank 
above  the  cannel  seam ;  that  he  was  convinced  from  experience 
that  they  had  not  in  the  least  suffered,  and  the  seams  were  equally 
as  productive  and  as  economically  worked  as  when  the  cannel  ms 
ungotten ;  that  Wigan  district  was  the  real  cannel  district;  that 
in  all  that  district  the  great  bulk  of  the  cannel  was  worked  oat 
long  before  the  coal ;  that  he  had  many  cannel  mines  under  his 
management;  that  in  every  case  he  had  gone  on  working  the 
cannel  first  irrespective  of  the  upper  seams ;  that  in  the  Wigo» 
district  there  was  ninety  yards  distance  between  cannel  and  upper 
seams,  but  it  was  not  an  uncommon  practice  to  work  out  a  lower 
seam  when  only  twenty  or  twenty-five  yards  intervened ;  that  in 
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his  experience  no  material  damage  had  ever  arisen ;  that  something       M.  B. 
depended  on  the  thickness  of  the  seams — ^working  a  thin  seam  like        1873 
the  cannel  seam  in  the  Astley  Pit,  2ft.  3in.,  conld  not,  in  his  opinion,        i^ 
cause  damage  to  the  upper  mine;  and  that  it  was  a  common     -^^^^^ 
eastern  to  work  the  best  seams  first,  irrespectiye  of  position,  unless     Ashtoh. 
where  the  lease  specified ;  he  considered  it  to  be  in  accordance  with 
the  rules  of  good  mining  to  work  in  that  mode. 

Alfred  Hewlett^  colliery  proprietor  and  mining  engineer,  de- 
posed:— That  he  was  largely  engaged  in  the  management  and 
conduct  of  collieries  and  iron  works,  and  had  been  so  for  the  last 
twenty-seyen  years — ^in  i&ci  from  his  boyhood;   that  he  was  a 
Fellow  of  the  Qeohgical  Sodeiy  of  London,  and  President  of 
the  Mining  Azsodation  of  Cheai  Britain,  and  was  the  Managing 
Director  of  the  Wigan  Cod  and  Iron  Companyy  lAmiied,  whose 
collieries  were  about  the  most  extensiye  in  the  kingdom,  employ* 
ing  about  10,000  hands,  and  raising  about  2,000,000  tons  of  coal 
per  annum ;  that  he  also  had  very  considerable  experience  in  the 
system  of  working  mines  in  almost  all  the  districts  in  the  king- 
dom ;  that  the  workings  of  the  Wigan  Coal  and  Iron  Oompantff 
Limiied,  extended  over  several  thousands  of  acres  of  mining  ground 
held  under  lease  from  a  great  number  of  landowners,  and  'were 
situate  in  no  less  than  thirteen  different  townships  in  and  about 
Wigan;  that  it  was  entirely  unusual,  and  contrary  to  the  common 
practice  of  mining  in  that  district,  to  compel  a  lessee  to  work  or 
pay  for  an  upper  mine  in  quantity  equal  to  that  which  might  be 
gotten  in  the  subjacent  mine;  that  such  a  covenant  did  not  exist 
in  the  leases  granted  to  the  Wigan  Coal  and  Iron  Company, 
Limited,  and,  in  his  judgment,  such  a  covenant  would  not  be 
conducive  to  good  mining,  nor  would  it  be  either  in  the  interests 
of  the  lessor  or  the  lessee ;  and  that  he  considered  the  obligation 
attempted  to  be  enforced  upon  the  lessees  (the  Defendants  in  this 
suit)  to  be  contrary  to  the  usual  custom  of  fair  workmanlike  and 
skilful  mining,  and  to  be  entirely  unusual  in  mining  operations, 
and  contrary  to  the  true  interests  of  either  party. 

Thomaa  Wynne,  Her  Majesty's  Grovemment  Inspector  of  Mines 
for  the  districts  of  North  Staffordshire,  CheMre,  and  Shropshire, 
deposed: — ^That  no  alteration  in  the  scaffolding  or  cages  of  the 
Town  Lane  Mine  would  suffice  to  enable  it  to  be  safely  worked 
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M.  B.      concurrently  with  the  other  mines  from  the  present  shaft,  and 
1873       there  was  no  plan  left  bnt  sinking  a  separate  shaft. 
^^^  Jacob  Hiffson,  mining  engineer^  deposed: — That  he  was  ac- 

Abingbb  qnainted  with  the  workings  of  collieries  in  Lancashire  and  Forl- 
AsHTON.  shvrey  WaruncJcshire,  North  Wales  and  South  Wales,  in  which  dis- 
tricts  he  was  actively  engaged  in  the  management ;  that  he  was 
well  acquainted  with  all  mining  districts  in  England  besides;  that 
he  was  a  member  of  the  InsiUuie  of  Mining  Engineers  (Midland 
and  SotUh  Midland),  and  also  the  North  of  England  Institute  of 
Mining  and  Meehanieal  Engineers,  and  also  consulting  engineer 
to  some  of  the  largest  collieries  in  England  ;  that  he  entirely  dis- 
sented from  the  opinions  expressed  in  the  affidavits  filed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  in  this  matter  as  to  the  question  of  working  the  Cawnd 
Mine  in  advance  of  the  Elaelc  Mine;  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 
Defendants  ought  not,  by  the  rules  of  good  mining,  to  cease 
working  the  Cannd  in  advance  of  the  Black,  and  he  denied  that 
by  so  working,  the  mine  was  prejudiced  in  any  way,  and  he  did 
not  know  a  case  where  a  lessee  was  compelled  to  work  two  seams 
concurrently,  or  prevented  working  the  Cawnel  or  any  other  mine 
in  advance,  unless  where  he  was  positively  restricted  by  the  cove- 
nants in  the  lease,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  covenants  there  was 
no  such  rule  of  good  mining  applicable  to  all  cases  as  had  been 
suggested  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  that  commerce  in  that 
district  had  invariably  regulated  the  working  of  the  mines,  and  in 
most  of  the  instances  where  lower  mines  had  been  worked  in 
advance,  it  had  arisen  from  the  fact  that  coals  from  these  mines 
were  saleable  at  that  particular  time  at  a  higher  price  than  they 
might  have  been  if  the  mine  had  been  worked  in  strict  rotation. 

There  was  also  specific  evidence  on  the  cross-examination  of 
the  Defendants'  witnesses  to  the  effect  that,  in  these  and  many 
other  nqpes,  working  a  lower  seam  in  advance  improved  the  work- 
ing of  an  upper  seam  by  loosening  the  strata,  relieving  the  pree- 
sure,  and  so  causing  a  much  larger  proportion  of  coal  to  come  oat 
in  large  blocks,  and  diminishing  the  proportion  of  slack,  and  that 
any  countervailing  injury  could  always  be  prevented  by  leaving  a 
sufficient  interval  of  time  between  the  workings. 

In  reply  to  these  affidavits,  the  Plaintiffs  brought  fonrard 
several  witnesses,  one  of  whom,  John  Broum,  a  mining  engineer  in 
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StajffMUhiref  made  the  following  rtatement : — ^*  With  regard  to  the       M.  B. 
working  of  the  Oatmel  Mine  before  the  Blaek  Mine,  I  belieye  there       1878 
are  some  cases  where,  at  a  less  depth  from  the  surface  than  that  in       lori> 
question,  the  working  of  an  underlying  may  not  damage  an  over-     ^^^^^^ 
lying  mine,  but,  on  the  contrary,  render  its  working  more  advan-     Ashtov. 
tageous,  that  is,  where  no  workings  have  been  made,  or  headings 
or  levels  driven,  in  the  ovbrlying  mine ;  but  my  experience  shews 
that  where  headings  have  been  made  and  pillars  of  coal  left;,  or 
workings  of  any  kind  made  in  the  overlying  seam,  any  working 
out  of  underlying  coal,  being  within  fifty  yards,  or  even  more,  will 
damage  the  roads  in  the  upper  seam  and  materially  affect  the 
pillars,  so  that  when  they  are  worked  out  great  waste  must  ensue 
by  the  crushing  of  such  pillars ;  and  I  believe  that  by  working  out 
the  Oannd  Mine  under  the  roads  and  pillars  in  the  Blaek  Mine 
the  produce  of  such  pillars  will  be  less  valuable  than  if  no  workings 
had  been  made  below ;  and  I  consider  that  the  Defendants  ought 
to  be  restrained  from  continuing  such  workings." 

William  Seddon,  a  Laneashire  colliery  manager,  deposed : — *'  I 
very  much  disapprove  of  working  the  Oannel  Mine  in  advance  of 
the  Blaek  Mine,  as  I  am  confident  it  would  injure  the  Blaek  Mine. 
When  the  Cannel  Mine  is  worked  first,  and  the  subsidence  of  the 
whole  strata  takes  place,  the  shale  lying  next  to  the  Black  Mine 
coal  being  of  a  tender  nature  breaks  up  into  small  particles  and 
mixes  with  the  crushed  coal,  which  augments  the  cost  of  working 
and  depreciates  the  coal  value.  I  think  the  proper  way  of  work- 
ing these  two  mines  is  the  working  of  the  Black  Mine  in  advance 
of  the  Cannel  Mine,  and  that,  I  am  confident,  would  be  the  most 
judicious  way  of  dealing  with  the  matter,  and  would  most  assuredly 
conduce  to  the  benefit  both  of  the  lessors  and  lessees.*' 

William  Blachbume,  mining  engineer,  deposed  thus: — ''The 
Cannd  Mine  ought  not  to  be  gotten  in  advance  of  the  Black  Mine, 
and  it  is  contrary  to  the  usual  mining  custom  in  this  district  to 
work  the  lower  seams  before  the  upper  beds  of  coal  have  been 
removed  unless  it  is  intended  to  allow  the  Black  Mine  to  remain 
ungotten  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  two  or  three  years  after 
getting  the  Oannel  Mine.  I  say  the  quantity  of  house  fire  coal 
produced  in  this  Blaek  Mine  will  be  decreased,  and  the  levels  and 
airways  in  the  same  mine  damaged." 
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K.  B.  Bobert  WindanJey^  mimng  engineer,  deposed  as  follows : — *'  The 

1878        usual  practice  and  best  mode  of  working  mines  of  coal  is  to  work 
LoBD       the  higher  seams  in  advance  of  the  lower,  especially  in  the  district 
in  which  the  AsHey  deep  pit  is  situate." 


ABDVaXB 
AfiBTQir. 


Mr.  Fnfy  0.0.,  and  Mr.  BaUm,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  a  mandatory  injunction 
to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  interfering  with  the  fulfilment  of 
this  engagement. 

The  Court  has  in  yarious  cases  exercised  a  similar  jurisdiction : 
Lome  Y.  Newdigaie  (1) ;  Storer  t.  Qreai  Western  BaUway  Com' 
pony  (2)  ;  i)uke  of  Beaufort  y.  Monria  (3)  (where  an  order  of  Lord 
EJdon^B  in  Morris  y.  Smith  is  referred  to) ;  WSson  y.  Fumess  BaU- 
way Company  (4).  In  this  case,  even  if  specific  performance  of  the 
coyenant  could  not  be  enforced,  we  submit  that  the  Plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  an  injunction. 

By  the  terms  of  the  coyenant  in  the  lease  they  are  bound  to 
work  and  carry  on  the  mines  with  the  utmost  care  and  abOitj, 
and  in  the  best  and  most  effectual  manner,  to  the  best  advantage, 
and  according  to  the  common  mode  and  usual  practice  of  canrying 
on  all  coal  works  and  collieries  with  effect.  There  is  no  separate 
demise  of  each  yein ;  they  are  demised  as  an  entirety,  and  there- 
fore the  coyenant  obliges  the  Defendants  to  work  the  seyeral  yeins 
as  a  whole,  and  not  to  work  one  yein  separately  to  the  injury  of 
another.  One  yein  or  mine  cannot,  according  to  this  coyenant, 
be  worked  before  another,  so  as  to  leaye  another  unworked  or 
ungotten,  and  if  a  yein  is  once  begun  to  be  worked  the  works 
must  be  continued. 

The  eyidence  adduced  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffis  is  conclnsiye 
as  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  shewing  that  the  proper  course  of 
mining  in  that  part  of  the  country  where  the  seams  are  not  sepa- 
rated by  a  yery  great  interyal,  is  to  work  the  same  together,  or  to 
work  the  upper  seam  in  advance  of  the  seam  which  is  next  below 
it,  and  not  to  work  the  lower  seam  in  advance  of  the  upper 
seam.  The  Defendants'  evidence,  including  the  report  of  the 
mining  engineers,  Messrs.  Hiffeon  and  Cross,  cannot  be  relied  on. 

(1)  10  Ves.  192.  (3)  6  Hare,  340,  342. 

(2)  2  T.  &  C.  Ch.  48.  (4)  Law  Hep.  9  £q.  28. 
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According  to  the  eyidence  it  is  contrary  to  the  practice  of  this       M.  B. 
district  for  the  Defendants  to  work  the  Blaek  Mine  and  the  Cannd       197S 

« 

Mine  without  working  the  Town  Lane  Mine.  The  pretext  that  the       lord 
mode  of  working  adopted  by  the  Defendants  was  necessary  for  the     -^^^"^ 
safety  of  the  mine  cannot  be  established.    They  have  no  right  to     Araroir. 
remove  the  machinery  for  working  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  or  to 
allow  the  roads  or  airways  in  the  Toum  La/ne  Mine  to  remain 
choked  up. 

On  the  whole  case,  we  sabmit  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  established 
a  good  gionnd  for  the  interference  of  the  Oourt 

Sir  jB.  BaggdOay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Defendants, 
were  not  called  on. 

Sib  Gr.  Jessel,  MJL  : — 

The  case  has  been  very  elaborately  argued.  I  look  on  this  bill 
as  a  mere  experiment  by  an  experienced  equity  draftsman,  who 
was  perfectly  aware  from  the  first  that  the  kind  of  agreement  in 
this  lease  as  to  working  the  mines  was  not  the  sort  of  agreement  of 
which  the  Court,  according  to  the  limits  imposed  by  the  authorities 
on  its  jurisdiction,  could  give  specific  performance ;  and,  being  well 
aware  of  that,  he  exercised  his  ingenuity  to  see  if  he  could  not,  by 
means  of  an  injunction,  obtain  what  in  reality  was  equivalent  to 
specific  performance.  I  repeat  the  bill  does  very  considerable 
credit  to  Mr.  Batten  (if  he  will  allow  me  to  say  so),  and  to  his 
ingenuity.  But  unfortunately  it  fiedls  in  substance  the  moment 
YOU  admit  you  cannot  get  specific  performance,  as  you  must  here. 

By  a  lease  granted  in  November,  1856,  Mr.  Adley  demised 
certain  mines,  together  with  a  pit  and  depdt,  in  words  which  are 
not  immaterial;  they  were  as  follows: — *'A11  such  parts  and 
portions,  or  so  much  and  such  parts  of  all  those  several  mines, 
delpbs,  veins,  and  beds  of  coal  and  cannel  lying  and  being  under 
the  lands  and  grounds  of  F.  AMey  and  G.  J.  Newton,  or  either  of 
them  as  were  not  then  leased,  and  called  the  Black  Mine,  the  Town 
Lane  Mine,  and  the  Peaeoek  Mine,  with  certain  exceptions  therein 

mentioned."    The  word  ''mine"  is  clearly  there  used  in  its 

primary  sense  of ''  vein,^  and  each  mine  is  named  separately. 
Then  there  is  a  demise  of  the  pit  called  ''  Aslley^e  New  Pit,^  and 
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M.  R.      alsoy  by  way  of  demise  and  not  of  exception^  with  its  steam  engines, 
1873       engine-houses,  workshops^  and  other  buildings. 
l^  [His  Honour  then  referred  to  other  proviEdons  of  the  lease  before 

Abinger  ^^^  covenant  as  to  working  the  mines,  observing  that,  if  the  lease 
AsHTON.  Stopped  there,  the  lessees  would  have  the  power,  but  not  an  obliga- 
tion cast  upon  them,  to  work  any  of  the  demised  mines,  or  none 
of  them  if  they  thought  fit  He  then  referred  to  a  covenant  to 
sink  the  AsQey  pit  to  the  depth  of  300  yards  lower  than  its  depth 
at  the  time  of  the  lease,  and  then  read  the  covenant  upon  which 
the  decision  in  the  case  mainly  turned.] 

The  first  question  which  I  have  to  decide  is.  What  does  this 
covenant  mean  ?  At  the  outset  we  find  the  Plaintiffs  coming  into 
this  Court  to  ask  the  Court  to  give  effect  to  a  covenant,  and  being 
compelled  to  say  it  cannot  mean  what  it  says.  The  literal  mean- 
ing is  as  absurd  as  possible,  and  therefore  I  must  try  to  find  a 
secondary  meaning. 

If  ever  there  was  a  case  for  an  injunction,  as  distinct  from  the 
remedy  at  law,  I  suppose  it  must  be  founded  on  a  clear  contract 
between  the  parties,  and  certainly  the  Plaintiffs,  who  come  here 
with  such  an  admission  as  this,  have  not  a  very  clear  contract 
Let  us  see  if  the  Plainti£b  can  have  the  benefit  of  the  literal 
construction.  In  the  first  place,  are  the  lessees  to  work  all  the 
mines  at  all  times  during  their  term?  That  is  impossible,  for 
these  reasons:  first,  they  could  not  work  the  Town  Lane  Mine 
while  they  were  sinking  the  other.  The  pit  was  wanted  for  the 
purpose  of  being  used  for  the  workmen  who  were  going  further 
down,  and  for  a  very  considerable  time  that  must  be  so.  In  the 
next  place,  it  is  impossible  to  work  the  oth^r  mines  until  you  get 
at  them,  and  the  very  lease,  on  the  face  of  it,  shews  you  cannot 
get  at  them  without  sinking  a  pit^  and  though  all  parties  most 
have  known  that  with  a  pit  of  this  size  it  was  impossible  to  work 
all  these  mines,  they  do  not  seem  to  take  that  into  account,  but 
insist  on  the  working  of  the  Taton  Lane  Mine. 

For  these  reasons  it  is  manifestly  impossible  to  adopt  the  literal 
reading.  But  there  is  another  reading,  and  that  is  this,  that  the 
covenant  to  work  the  mines  at  all  times  in  an  effectual  manner 
would  compel  the  lessees  to  work,  although  they  found  fiiolts 
which  might  render  it  excessively  expensive  to  work,  and  which  it 
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is  very  luiiisiial  to  call  upon  a  lessee  to  work  through ;  and  it  would       H  B. 
also  compel  them  to  work  a  vein  at  a  loss,  although  that  would  be       1873 
to  work  all  the  mines  at  a  loss.    And  this  would  be  particularly  so       j]^ 
if  they  were  compelled  to  work  the  upper  yeintand  Pea4iock*$  mine ;     ABnraEB 
they  might  also  be  obliged  to  work  other  seams  which  are  quite     Asbtov. 
unworkable  at  a  profit    But  it  does  not  stop  therci  because  that 
would  compel  them  to  go  on  working  after  the  coal  had  dete* 
riorated  in  value,  and  could  not  be  sent  to  market  at  a  profit.    It 
would  be  a  most  unreasonable  and  absurd  coyenant.    I  am  not 
sorprisedi  looking  at  it  that  way,  that  the  counsel  for  the  Flaintifis 
felt  themselves  compelled  to  abandon  the  literal  reading.  Then  they 
had  to  suggest  some  other  reading,  and  what  they  suggested  was 
this,  that  if  you  begin  to  work  a  vein  you  must  continue  to  work 
it ;  but  I  must  say  I  cannot  find  in  the  covenant  any  arrange- 
ment of  that  sort^  and  if  that  were  so,  I  do  not  know  what  it 
would  lead  to.     It  is  mere  conjecture.    But,  independently  of 
the  several  reasons  I  have  mentioned,  others  would  apply  to  that 
reading  as  well;  for  instance,  the  Tounh  Lane  Mine  was  not  at 
work,  but  for  the  reasons  I  have  mentioned  it  could  not  continue 
working  dujring  the  sinking  of  the  pit ;  and  therefore  the  covenant 
could  not  be  held  to  apply  to  that;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  I  am 
not  at  liberty  to  use  this  covenant  as  a  covenant  for  continuous 
working  at  all,  though  it  might  apply  to  this,  that  when  you  do 
work  you  shall  work  in  the  right  way* 

But  suppose  this  difficulty  removed,  the  Plaintiffs  ask  for  an 
injunction  on  this  point  to  restrain  the  working  of  the  other 
colliery,  while  the  one  which  the  Defendants  have  begun  to  work 
remains  unworked.  It  appears  to  me  that  that  has  no  connection 
whatever  with  the  covenant.  There  is  no  covenant  not  to  work 
any  unless  you  work  all,  which  is  what  the  Plaintiffs  want.  The 
only  covenant  they  have  is,  to  work  all,  but  the  right  to  work  any 
is  under  the  demise.  The  lessees  have  a  right,  under  the  pre- 
vioos  words,  to  work  any  of  the  mines.  You  must  find  a  restrictive 
covenant  to  cut  down  the  legal  effect  of  the  demise,  and  there  is 
none. 

A  demise  of  twenty  houses,  with  a  covenant  to  keep  all  of  them 
in  repair,  does  not  prevent  .the  lessee  repairing  all  but  one ;  it  adds, 
no  doubt^  an  additional  obligation  on  him ;  but  could  the  lessor 

Vou  XVn.  2  E  2 
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M.  B.  apply  to  the  Court  to  restrain  him  from  repairing  nineteen  of  them 
1878  until  he  repaired  the  twentieth?  Is  there  any  difference  between 
LojBD  that  case  and  this  ? 
•^■^®""  It  was  said  when  i  put  this  in  argument,  that  there  was  a  con- 
AsBTOK.  nection  between  the  mines  here,  there  being  a  common  pit.  Bat 
in  the  case  of  a  single  house,  with  a  common  staircase  and  series 
of  flats,  and  a  coTenant  to  repair,  could  you  say  that  because  die 
tenant  was  repairing  the  roof  and  not  the  ground  floor,  that  yon 
could  apply  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  an  injunction  against 
him  for  not  repairing  the  roof  until  he  had  repaired  the  ground 
floor?  It  is  the  same  thing  here.  This  is  not  an  affirmative  coye- 
nant  which  includes  a  negative.  There  is  a  judgment  of  Lord 
ScUherletf^  when  Vice-Chancellor,  in  the  well-known  case  of  Pol- 
lard y.  Clayian  (1),  which  bears  on  this  point. 
I  Whilst  I  am  upon  this  covenant  I  may  mention  something  about 
another  point.  It  was  said  that  there  was  a  vein  called  the 
Ccun/nd  MinSy  which  ought  not  to  be  worked  in  advance  of 
the  Black  Mine.  But  when  you  come  to  look  at  it,  in  reality, 
the  complaint  is,  not  that  you  work  the  Oannd  Mine  in  advance, 
but  that  you  do  not  work  the  Black  Mine  fast  enough.  What  is 
said  in  effect  is,  that  if  the  Defendants  had  worked  the  Blcuk 
Mine  as  fast  as  the  Odnnd  Mine  the  Plaintiffs  would  have  been 
content ;  but  of  course  they  cannot  get  specific  performance  of  that. 
They  therefore  ask  to  stop  the  Defendants  irom  working  the  Cbn- 
nd  Mine  till  the  Black  Mine  is  worked  up  to  it  Not  being  able 
to  compel  the  working,  they  seek  by  the  form  of  an  injunction  to 
stop  the  working  of  another  mine — ^the  Oannd — ^which  the  Defen- 
dants have  a  perfect  right  to  work. 

It  appears  to  me,  looking  at  the  covenants,  that  I  cannot  grant 
the  injunction  which  the  Plaintiffs  ask.  I  might  well  stop  there, 
but  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  quite  satisfactory,  because  a  great  deal 
of  evidence  has  been  gone  into  as  to  the  facts,  and  it  is  necessary  I 
should  advert  to  this  in  order  to  make  the  case  intelligiUe.  The  first 
complaint,  as  I  have  said  before,  is,  that  the  Town  Lane  Mime  has 
been  shut  up.  Now,  if  I  am  right  in  what  I  have  said,  the  Plain- 
tiffs cannot  get  any  injunction  to  compel  the  Defendants  to  shut  up 
the  Ca/nnd  Mine  till  the  other  is  worked. 

(1),  1 K.  &  J.  462. 
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But  there  is  another  groand  alleged  by  the  Defendants,  which  is      M.  E. 
admitted  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  be  an  insuperable  difficulty  if  it  is  true       i873 
in  tfusL    The  Defendants  say  it  is  impossible,  with  a  pit  of  the       x1c«d 
present  size,  having  regard  to  the  requirements  now  made  by  the     -A.bimgkb 
Legislature  with  regard  to  the  safety  of  the  workmen  in  deep     Asbtoil 
mines,  to  work  the  Toum  Lcme  Mine  because  there  would  not  be 
sufficient  ventilation.     If  that  is  so,  even  the  Plaintiffs  admit 
the  Ck>urt  ought  not  to  interfere  by  injunction* 

In  March,  1870,  there  was  a  frightful  explosion  in  this  mine, 
and  many  men  were  killed.  The  Government  Inspector  interfered, 
and  he  said  in  effect :  ^  Your  pit  is  not  laige  enough ;  the  upcast 
shaft  through  the  Town  Lane  Mine  is  not  large  enough  to  work 
the  Town  Lane  Mine,  and  to  ventilate  the  other ;  upon  considering 
Ihe  whole  matter,  I  am  of  opinion  the  best  thing  to  be  done  is  to 
^shut  up  the  Town  Lane  Mine,  and  go  on  with  the  other  veins." 

This  seems  to  have  been  rather  unpalatable  advice  to  the  De- 
fendants, and  they  did  not  immediately  act  on  it,  but  they  called 
in  two  other  engineers — Mr.  Hiffson  and  Mr.  Crqee — ^to  advise 
what  was  best  to  be  done;  and  in  September,  1870,  Messrs.  Hig» 
son  and  Cross  made  a  report,  which  report  puts  it  very  strongly  in 
the  same  way  as  did  the  Government  Inspector.  [His  Honour 
4;hen  read  the  report.] 

It  is  suggested  by  the  Plaintiffs  that  this  evidence  is  not  to  be 
•depended  on,  and  that  their  witnesses'  evidence  is.  If  the  De- 
fendants' evidence  is  the  correct  version,  the  effect  of  an  injunction 
would  be  to  shut  up  all  the  mines,  and  leave  the  Defendants  sub- 
ject to  a  dead  rent. 

Now  I  will  consider  the  evidence  on  this  point,  but  before  doing 
80, 1  must  say  how  the  Plaintiffs  contest  it.  They  contest  it  by 
producing  the  evidence  of  some  experts,  whose  evidence  was  met 
by  at  least  as  many  experts  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants.  As 
to  this,  I  may  say  what  I  think  I  have  often  said  before,  that 
in  matters  of  opinion  I  very  much  distrust  expert  evidence,  for 
several  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  although  the  evidence  is  given 
upon  oath,  in  point  of  tact  the  person  knows  he  cannot  be  indicted 
for  perjury,  because  it  is  only  evidence  as  to  a  matter  of  opinion. 
So  that  you  have  not  the  authority  of  legal  sanction.  A  dishonest 
man,  knowing  he  could  not  be  punished,  might  be  inclined  to 

2  E  2  2 
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M.  B.      indalge  in  extravagant  assertions  on  an  occasion  that  reqoiied  it. 

1873       Bat  that  is  not  all*    Expert  evidence  of  this  kind  is  evidence  of 

l^       persons  who  sometimes  live  by  their  business,  but  in  all  cases  are 

Abxnosb     remunerated  for  their  evidence.    An  expert  is  not  like  an  ordinary 

Abhton.     witness,  who  hopes  to  get  his  expenses,  but  he  is  employed  and 

paid  in  the  sense  of  gain,  being  employed  by  the  person  who  calk 

him. 

Now  it  is  natural  that  his  mind,  however  honest  he  may  be, 
should  be  biassed  in  favour  of  the  person  employing  him,  and  ac- 
cordingly we  do  find  such  bias.  I  have  known  the  same  thing 
apply  to  other  professional  men,  and  have  warned  young  counsel 
against  that  bias  in  advising  on  an  ordinary  case.  Undoubtedly 
there  is  a  natural  bias  to  do  something  serviceable  for  those  who 
employ  you  and  adequately  remtmerate  you.  It  is  very  natnral, 
and  it  is  so  effectual,  that  we  constantly  see  persons,  instead  of 
considering  themselves  witnesses,  tather  consider  themselves  as  the 
paid  agents  of  the  person  who  employs  them. 

Accordingly,  we  find  in  doubtful  cases  the  most  remarkable 
results.  Take  this  case :  there  are  two  questions ;  one,  whether 
sufficient  ventilation  exists  for  three  mines ;  the  other,  whether  the 
Oannd  Mine  ought  or  not  to  be  worked  in  advance  of  the  Black 
Mine,  Well,  we  have  the  witnesses  giving  evidence  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs' view  of  the  matter,  or  the  Defendants'  view,  according  as 
they  are  sought  out  and  paid  by  each.  It  is  very  natural,  and 
just  what  one  would  expect,  but  it  leads  one  to  distrust  their 
evidence.  There  is  also  this  to  be  said  against  them,  namely,  that 
their  evidence  is  not  the  evidence  of  fair  professional  opinion.  The 
men  are  selected  according  as  their  opinion  is  known  to  incline. 

Suppose  a  person  wants  to  sell  a  house,  and  as  he  wants  a  very 
high  value  put  upon  it,  he  sends  to  ten  valuers,  and  out  of  these 
he  selects  the  three  who  have  put  the  highest  value  on  the  house. 
The  purchaser  wants  a  very  low  value,  and  selects  out  of  a  number 
of  valuers  three  of  the  lowest.  Each  set  of  valuers  values  high  or 
low,  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  person  who  employs 
theoL  I  have  known  the  same  sort  of  thing  done  even  as  regards 
medical  evidence.  The  consequence  is,  you  do  not  get  fair  profes^ 
sional  opinion^  but  an  exceptional  opinion  by  evidence  selected  in 
this  way. 
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That  being  so,  when  I  have  expert  evidence  I  am,  as  I  said 
before,  very  distrustfal  a  priori;  and  I  am  anxious  to  ascer- 
tain the  character  of  the  experts,  and  to  see  the  position  they 
occupy. 

In  this  case  I  have  this  circumstance,  that  of  the  five  experts 
for  the  Plaintiffs,  four  are  ordinary  experts,  the  fifth  is  an  agent 
for  the  Plaintiffs  and  in  their  regular  employment,  and  that  being 
more  continuous,  his  bias  would  be  rather  greater.  When  I  look 
to  the  Defendants'  witnesses,  three  of  them  are  of  a  very  different 
character.  The  first,  Wynne,  is  not  in  the  ordinary  sense  an 
expert  witness  at  all.  He  is  the  Gloyemment  Inspector  of  Mines, 
and  was  not  paid  for  this  purpose.  The  advice  he  gave  was  given 
in  the  course  of  his  employment  as  Government  Inspector,  and 
with  a  view  to  the  safety  of  the  mine.  It  was  given  before  there 
was  any  dispute.  The  advice  he  gave  was  given  long  ago,  and  it 
was  advice  upon  which  the  Defendants  were  not  willing  in  the  first 
instance  to  act  As  regards  Higson  and  Crtm,  although  not  of 
such  good  position  as  Wynne  in  these  respects,  they  are  in  a  better 
position  than  ordinary  experts.  They  were  called  in  to  advise  the 
Defendants  before  any  contest  arose.  Their  opinion  was  given  in 
the  shape  of  a  formal  report,  and  not  with  a  view  to  the  success 
of  the  suit.  They  are  parties  interested,  in  the  sense  of  acting 
for  the  Defendants,  to  assist  them  in  giving  tona/d^  advice  for  the 
more  advantageous  conduct  of  the  mine,  but  not  to  assist  them  in 
the  litigation.  Therefore  I  look  upon  their  evidence  as  much 
better  and  more  to  be  depended  on  than  ordinary  expert  evidence. 

I^  therefore,  the  witnesses  were  all  equally  positive,  I  certainly 
should  prefer  the  evidence  of  the  Defendants ;  but  when  I  come 
to  examine  the  Plaintiffs'  evidence,  I  find  the  evidence  is  not 
nearly  so  positive  as  that  of  the  Defendants.  As  regards  this 
matter  of  the  ventilation,  the  majority  of  the  witnesses  say  there 
would  be  sufficient  air  if  the  passages  in  the  lower  mines,  especially 
the  Black  Mine,  were  constructed  on  a  larger  scale. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  satisfied,  on  the  balance  of  testimony,  that 
the  Defendants  are  right  on  this  point,  and  that  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous to  continue  the  working  of  the  Tovm  Lane  Mine,  together 
with  the  Black  Mine  and  the  Cannel  Mine.  Therefore  I  ought  not 
to  interfere  by  injunction,  and  on  this  point  the  Plaintiffs'  case  fails. 


H.B. 
1873 


IjOBD 

Abinokb 
Ajbhtov. 
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M^B.  The  next  point  taken  was  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  an 

1878        injunction  to  prevent  the  Town  Lane  Mine  **  remaining  choked  up, 

LoBD       or  otherwise  than  open  and  in  proper  working  order." 

^^^^"^         Now  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  does  not  extend  to  the  per- 

AsHTON.     formance  of  covenants  to  repair.    It  is  clear  I  cannot  grant  an 

injunction  that  the  Defendants  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  work  the 

other  mine  till  they  put  the  Town  Lome  Mine  in  repair. 

The  other  part  of  the  case  that  was  seriously  fought  was  this:  It 
appears  that  about  some  fifty  yards  below  the  Black  Mine  there  is  a 
vein  of  coal  of  about  2  ft  8  in.  in  thickness,  which  is  a  very  pro- 
fitable mine  to  work  at  the  present  time,  and  the  Defendants  are 
working  it  (as  it  is  termed)  in  advance  of  the  Black  Mine,  One  of 
the  witnesses  says  they  took  11,000  tons  a  week  out  of  the  Cannd 
Mine,  and  only  600  tons  out  of  the  Black  Mine,  so  that  it  would 
appear  that  the  Cannel  coal  is  worked  more  rapidly  than  the  Black 
Mine  coal/and  that  the  Oannel  Mine  has  been  almost  exhausted, 
whilst  the  Black  Mine  is  very  little  worked ;  and  the  allegation  is, 
that  this  is  contrary  to  good  mining.  An  admission  was  made  tliat 
it  was  not  contrary  to  good  mining  to  work  a  coal  mine  as  they  are 
working  the  Oannel,  provided  they  did  not  work  the  Black  Mine  at 
all — ^but  that  concedes  the  whole  case,  if  I  am  right  in  the  con* 
struction  I  put  upon  the  covenants,  that  if  they  are  entitled  to 
work  the  Oannel  Mine  alonef  they  are  not  the  less  entitled  to  work 
it  because  they  work  the  Black  Mine.  If  ^they  work  it  withoat 
working  the  Black  Mine,  they  may  equally  work  it  if  they  do  work 
the  Black  Mine. 

But  it  is  said,  if  you  work  the  Black  Mine  at  the  same  time  as 
the  Oannd  Mine,  the  roads  and  passages  of  the  Black  Mine  wiD  be 
injured  by  reason  of  the  taking  away  of  this  additional  quantitj  of 
material,  which  will  cause  a  subsidence  and  injury  to  the  roads. 

That  may  be  so,  but  still  that  does  not  give  a  right  to  injunc- 
tion. 

The  injury  done  is  an  injury  done  to  the  working  of  the  Bhi 
Mine,  Either  you  are  working  the  Black  Mine  properly,  or  joa 
are  not ;  but  whether  so  or  not,  for  that  is  the  point,  the  Plaintiffs 
admit  if  you  work  the  Black  Mine  fast  enough  no  injury  wiJI 
happen;  or  rather  their  complaint  is  that  the  Black  Mine  is 
worked  improperly  by  not  being  worked  away  fast  enough. 
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Suppose  it  was  a  negatiye  instead  of  an  affinnatiye  injunction        M.  B. 
that  was  asked.    You  could  not  ask  for  an  injunction  to  restrain        1S73 
them  from  working  the  Cannel  Mine,  and  on  that  ground  the       j2sa> 
Plaintiffs  must  fail.    As  regards  the  Black  Mine,  you  cannot  have     Abinoer 
an  injunction  for  not  working  fast  enough.    There  is  no  form  of     Ashton. 
injunction  applicable  to  it^  and  therefore  the  remedy  by  injunction 
is  simply  out  of  the  question. 

But  passing  from  that,  let  us  just  look  a'little  at  the  fact.  Now 
the  fiekct  in  dispute,  and  the  issue  to  be  decided,  is  this :  whether 
working  the  two  mines  or  seams  together,  but  working  the  lower 
mine  in  advance,  is  in  accordance  with  the  common  mode  and  usual 
practice  of  carrying  on  coal  works  or  collieries  with  effect,  which 
refers  of  course  to  that  district;  because,  with  regard  to  usual 
practice,  we  know  that  it  varies  very  much  with  the  nature  of  the 
mine  and  the  nature  of  the  fuel  which  is  extracted ;  the  practice 
of  one  district  has  little  or  no  application  to  the  practice  of 
another.  Now  on  this  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  evidence, 
and  I  must  say  that  the  evidence  is  overwhelming  in  favour 
of  the  Defendants,  and  that  is  evidence  not  merely  of  opinion 
but  of  £skct.  [His  Honour  then  reviewed  the  evidence  of  the 
Plainti&'  witnesses  and  the  evidence  of  the  Defendants'  witnesses, 
and  said  that  while  the  one  set  of  witnesses  were  vague  and  un- 
satisfiBkctory,  the  other  gave  conclusive  evidence,  founded  on  speciGo 
facts,  in  favour  of  the  Defendants'  mode  of  working  the  mines, 
and  continued : — ] 

The  result  is,  that  it  is  proved  that  the  mode  of  working 
adopted  by  the  Defendants  (whether  the  best  possible  mode  I  do 
not  say)  is  the  common  mode  and  usual  practice,  and  consequently 
there  is  no  ground  for  accusing  them  of  a  breach  of  contract,  or  of 
doing  anything  which  entitles  the  Plaintiffs  to  come  to  this  Court 
for  an  injunction. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  E.  H.  BarUe,  agent  for  Messrs. 
BueTdey  dt  Sen,  Askton-under^Lyne. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants:  Messrs.  Phelps  it  Sidgmeh, 
agents  for  Messrs.  SaJe,  Shipman,  dk  Co.,  Manehester. 
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M.  B-  HO WAED  V.  EARL  OP  SHREWSBURY. 

J^  [1872    H.    133.] 

'_  '     '  SeUled  EsUUes — Act  of  Parliameni,  Conitrucium  of—'ReciiaU — JfaroeZi — General 

Words — Lands  included  in  Schedule — Legal  and  EquUdtHe  Estaie^In/ani 
Plaintiff-^Praetice — Ejectment  Bill, 

Where  an  Act  of  Parliament  giving  powers  of  sale  and  exchange  orer 
settled  estates  coDtained  a  recital  of  the  object  of  the  Act,  which  iras 
restricted  in  terms  to  such  settled  estates,  and  then  vested  in  trustees  all  and 
singular  the  lands  in  certain  counties,  limited  by  a  settlement  and  former  Act 
of  Parliament,  which  were  described  in  the  schedule,  together  with  the  a{^r- 
tenances  belonging  thereto,  or  therewith  occupied  or  known,  as  part  thereof:— 

Beld,  that  lands  not  included  in  the  settlement  or  former  Act,  though 
described  in  the  schedule  and  in  the  same  occupation,  did  not  pass. 

Where  another  Act  of  Parliament  giving  powers  of  sale  and  exchange  over 
settled  estates,  expressly  vested  in  the  trustees  for  sale  all  the  scheduled  landj 
(which  comprised  other  lands  besides  the  settled  estates),  and  declared  tliat 
until  sale  the  lands  should  be  enjoyed  by  the  persons  who  would  have  been 
entitled  but  for  the  Act,  and  that  the  lands  to  be  purchased  should  be  cod- 
veyed  and  settled  to  the  uses  and  subject  to  the  powers,  restrictions,  &a,  t^ 
which  they  would  have  been  subject  but  for  the  Act  :— 

Hdd^  that  the  words  were  to  be  read  distributively,  and  that  the  persoa 
who  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  unsettled  lands  before  the  Act  was 
still  entitled  in  equity. 

Where  an  infiimt  is  entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equiiT^to  real  estate  as 
against  another  who  is  in  wrongful  possession,  he  is  entitled  to  leoover  in 
equity  on  a  bill  stating  these  facts  and  asking  a  declaration  of  title  and 
account,  and  may  join  adult  remaindermen  as  oo-Plaintifis. 

Crowther  r.  OrmMer  (1)  not  followed. 

XHE  Plaintiffs  in  this  suit  were  the  devisees  under  the  will  of 
Bertram^  seventeenth  Earl  of  ShrewAury^  namely,  Edward  Creorge 
Baron  Howard  of  Olossop,  the  Earl  of  Oainsborauffh,  Lord  Edmund 
Bernard  Howard,  an  infant,  by  the  Dake  of  Norfolk^  his  brother 
and  next  friend,  and  Francis  Edward  Howard,  also  an  infant,  bj 
his  next  friend. 

The  Defendants  were  the  Earl  of  ShrewAury  and  the  trustees  of 
the  Shrewsbury  settled  estates,  namely,  John  OiB)erl  Talbot  and 
Alfred  Charles  Dunoonibe, 
The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  obtain  a  declaration  by  the  Coort 

(1)  23  Beav.  305. 


J 
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that  certain  estates  (called  for  convenience  properties  numbered       K.  B, 
respectively  1,  2,  3,  and  4)  passed  under  the  devise  in  the  will  of       1874 
the  said  Earl  Sertram,  and  that  the  Plaintifis  were  entitled  to  the     howabd 
same  accordingly.  Ea^  ^, 

By  indentures  of  settlement  of  the  3rd  and  4th  of  March,  1718,  Shbbi«buby. 
the  estates  therein  described  were  settled  to  the  use  of  OHhert 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury^  with  remainders  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in 
tail,  with  remainders  over. 

By  an  Act  of  Parliament,  6  6ea  1,  c.  29,  passed  in  1719,  certain 
hereditaments  therein  described  were  settled  to  the  use  of  CHJberi 
Earl  of  Shrewdniry  for  Life,  and  after  his  decease  to  the  use  of  his 
first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  and  for  default  of 
such  issue  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  person  and  persons,  being 
issue  male  of  the  body  of  the  first  Earl  of  Shrewsbury^  to  whom  the 
title,  honour,  and  dignity  of  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  should,  by  virtue 
of  the  letters  patent  of  creation  of  the  earldom,  descend*  successively 
in  tail  male,  so  as  to  be  annexed  to  and  to  descend  with  the 
earldom.  And  it  was  enacted  that  no  person  becoming  entitled 
to  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  such  hereditaments  by  virtue  of  the 
Act  should  be  at  liberty  to  alienate  the  same,  ^provided  always 
that  no  person  to  whom  any  estate  of  inheritance  of  or  in  the 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  should  thereafter  come,  descend, 
or  accrue  by  means  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  who  should 
within  six  months  after  attaining  the  age  of  eighteen  take  the 
oaths  and  subscribe  the*  declaration  prescribed  by  the  Act 
30  Gar.  2,  c  2,  and  should  thenceforth  continue  a  Protestant  until 
he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  should,  after  attaining 
such  age  and  while  he  continued  a  Protestant,  be  disabled  from 
alienating  the  hereditaments  thereby  settled. 

OUbert  Earl  of  ShrewAwry  died  in  1743,  and  was  succeeded  in 
the  title  and  estates  by  Oeorge  Earl  ot  Shrewsbury. 

In  1762  two  closes,  called  Ebekeits^  in  Benehfidd  in  Berkshire, 
were  purchased  by  and  conveyed  to  the  said  Oeorge  Earl  of 
ShrewAury  by  indentures  dated  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  February, 
1762.    This  was  property  No.  1. 

In  1770  certain  lands  at  FernhiU  (in  lieu  of  which,  imder  an 
iadosure  award  dated  the  9th  of  July,  1770,  certain  other  lands 
at  Chipping  Norton  and  Salford  were  afterwards  awarded)  were 
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M.  B.      purchased  with  moneys  belonging  to  George  Earl  of  Shrewibuiniy 

1874       and  were  conveyed  by  indentures  of  the  Ist  and  2ad  of  Febniary, 

HowABD     1770,  to  John,  Ingram^  his  confidential  solicitor,  as  a  trustee  for 

jj^  ^y     the  said  Earl.    This  was  property  No.  2. 

SuBEwsBtjBT.      In  1782  a  piece  of  land  in  Benchfidd,  called  Astd  Mead,  was 

purchased  by  the  said  George  Earl  of  Shretcsburi/f  and  conveyed  to 

him  by  indentures  of  the  17th  and  18th  of  December,  1782.    This 

was  property  No.  3. 

The  said  George  Earl  of  ShrewAury  died  in  1787  intestate  as  to 
real  estate,  leaving  his  nephew  CUiarles  Talbot,  who  became  the 
fifteenth  Earl,  his  heir  at  law,  who  thereupon  became  entitled  to 
the  lands  purchased  in  1762  and  1782,  for  an  estate  of  inheritance 
in  fee  simple,  and  to  the  lands  purchased  in  1770  for  an  equitable 
estate  in  fee  simple. 

By  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  (43  Geo.  3,  c.  40),  after  recitiog 
that  certain  parts  of  the  estates  settled  by  the  settlement  of  the 
4th  of  March,  1718,  and  the  said  Act  of  the  6  Geo.  1,  c  29,  con- 
sisted of  undivided  parts  and  shares,  and  that  others  were  dis- 
persed in  many  parcels,  and  lay  in  a  number  of  parishes  and  places 
very  distant  from  each  other,  in  the  several  counties  of  8abp, 
Chester,  Berks,  WiUs,  and  Oxford,  and  were  remote  and  at  a  great 
distance  from  the  principal  estates  of  the  said  Charles  Earl  of 
Shrewfimry  in  the  counties  of  Oxford,  Worcester,  Stafford,  and 
Chester,  and  from  the  family  seat  of  Heathropp,  in  the  county  of 
Oxford,  and  that  the  management  and  receipt  of  the  rents  of  the 
remote  parts  of  the  said  estate  was,  by  reason  of  such  their  sitaatios, 
attended  with  additional  expense  and  much  inconvenience,  and 
that  those  parts  of  the  said  estates  in  the  said  counties  of  Salop, 
Chester,  Berks,  WiUs,  and  Oxford,  would  sell  to  great  advantage, 
and  that  it  would  therefore  be  greatly  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
Earl  and  those  entitled  in  remainder  in  the  said  settlement  and 
Act  of  Parliament  if  all  the  said  estates  situated  in  the  said 
counties  of  Salop,  Chester,  Berks,  and  Wilts,  and  certain  detached 
parts  of  the  said  estates  in  the  said  county  of  Oxford  were  sold, 
and  reciting  that  it  was  desirable  to  purchase  other  estates  in  the 
said  counties  of  Oxford,  Worcester,  Stafford,  and  Chester,  which 
lay  more  convenient  and  advantageous  to  be  enjoyed  with  the 
bulk  of  the  Earl's  estates  in  those  counties,  to  be  settled  as  nearly 
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as  might  be  to  the  same  uses,  yet  that  the  said  Earl  was  deprived  M.  B. 
of  the  powers  by  law  incident  to  an  estate  tail,  and  the  salutary  1874 
purposes  before-mentioned  could  not  be  effected  without  the  aid  Howabd 
and  authority  of  Parliament,  It  was  thereby  enacted  as  follows :  ^^  ^^ 
**  That  all  and  singular,  the  manors  or  lordships,  messuages,  farms,  Shbbwbbuby, 
lands,  titles,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises,  and  undiyided 
parts  and  shares  of  manors,  &c.,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the 
several  counties  of  SaJopy  Chester^  Berks,  Wilts,  and  Oxford,  limited 
and  settled  by  the  said  indentures  of  the  3rd  and  4th  of  March, 
1718,  and  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  (6  Geo.  1,  c.  29),  which  are 
particularly  set  forth  and  described  in  the  schedule  hereunto 
annexed,  together  with  all  and  singular  houses,  outhouses,  &c.,  to 
the  said  manors  or  lordships,  messuages,  farms,  lands,  and  here- 
ditaments belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining,  or  therewith 
used,  occupied,  possessed,  or  enjoyed,  or  accepted,  reputed,  taken, 
or  known  as  part^  parcel,  or  member  thereof,  shall,  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  vested  in,  settled  upon,  and  the  same 
are  thereby  vested  in  and  settled  upon"  the  trustees  therein 
named,  freed  from  the  restrictions  against  alienation,  upon  trust, 
with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  in  case  of  his  minority 
then  by  the  authority  of  the  trustees,  to  sell  the  same  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  to  lay  out  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  under 
the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  with  the  consent  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands  to  be  settled  to  such 
of  the  uses  and  subject  to  such  of  the  provisions  to  which  the 
lands  sold  were  then  subject.  And  the  Act  directed  the  interim 
investment  of  purchase-money,  and  that  the  tenant  for  life  should 
apply  to  the  Court  for  payment  thereof  on  the  completion  of  any 
new  purchase. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  inden- 
toies  of  the  22nd  and  28rd  of  February,  1762,  were  comprised  in 
the  schedule  to  the  said  Act,  being  included  with  other  heredita- 
ments under  the  description  of  a  farm  called  Poooeks,  and  a  mill 
called  Benckfidd  MiB,  and  that  the  hereditaments  comprised  in 
the  indentures  of  the  17th  and  18th  of  December,  1782,  were  oom- 
ptised  in  such  schedule,  being  included  with  other  hereditaments  in 
a  iarm  described^  as  PowuFs  Farm  and  Sargroves,  and  the  Defen- 
dants contended  that  these  hereditaments  (properties  1  and  3)  and 
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M.  B.      the  legal  estate  therein,  were  at  the  time  of  the  suit  vested  in  the 
1874        trustees  of  the  Act  upon  the  trusts  thereof* 
HowABD         ^  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  Act^  part  of  the  estates  men- 
Eabl  of     ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  schedules  thereto  were  sold,  and  the  money  arising 
Sbbbwsbubt.  from  the  sale  was  paid  into  the  bank,  and  as  in  1824  the  then 
trustees  under  the  Act  entered  into  a  contract  with  Charles,  the 
fifteenth  Earl  of  Shrewsbury ,  for  the  purchase  of  certain  heredita- 
ments in  Cheshire  and  Staffordshire,  for  the  sum  of  £1000,  which 
agreement  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  was  carried 
into  effect  after  the  death  of  Charles  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  by  an 
indenture  of  the  2nd  of  November^  1832,  whereby,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  said  sum  of  £1000,  John,  the  then  Earl,  conveyed  all 
his  estates  situated  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  described  in  the 
schedules  to  the  said  indenture,  to  the  trustees  under  the  said  Act 

The  schedules  annexed  to  the  indenture  of  the  2nd  of  November, 
1832,  did  not  comprise  the  lands  which  were  comprised  in  the  in- 
dentures of  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  February,  1762,  the  award  of  the 
9th  of  July,  1770,  the  indentures  of  the  17th  and  18th  of  December, 
1782,  or  any  of  them;  but  three  closes  called  OULmafCs  Land, 
QaarrdCs  Meadow,  and  Marl  Pit  Pieces,  in  the  county  of  Wor- 
cester, and  containing  eleven  acres  (property  Na  4),  which  had  been 
bought  by  the  Earl  of  Shrewdmry,  were  included  in  the  general 
description  of  all  the  lands  in  the  county  of  Worcester  of  which  the 
said  Earl  John  was  seised 

The  Plaintiffs  alleged  that  the  lands  comprised  in  the  last-men- 
tioned indenture  were  of  much  greater  value  than  £1000. 

By  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  (6  &*  7  Vict.  c.  28),  after  reciting 
the  Act  of  6  Geo.  1,  c.  29,  and  also  reciting  that  John  Earl  of 
Shrewsbury  was  the  heir  male  of  the  body  of  George  Talbot,  son  of 
Gilbert  Talbot,  and  was  the  tenant  in  tail  male  in  possession  of  the 
settled  manors,  lands,  and  premises,  and  reciting  that  several  manors 
and  other  hereditaments  in  the  counties  of  Oxford,  Cheater,  Salop, 
and  Worcester,  described  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act  (and  in 
the  Act  referred  to  as  part  of  the  settled  estates),  were  much  dis- 
persed and  detached  from  the  principal  estates,  and  that  the  same 
naighty  from  tbeir  situation  and  other  circumstances,  be  sold  to 
advantage,  and  reciting  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  Job> 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury  and  those  who  nought  succeed  to  the  settled 
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estates  if  the  said  manors  and  hereditaments  should  be  vested  in       IE.  B. 
trustees  in  trust  to  sell  the  same,  with  a  provision  for  investing       1874 
the  moneys  to  arise  thereby  as  in  .the  said  Act  mentioned,  it  was     howabd 
enacted  that  all  and  singular  the  manors  or  lordships,  lands,     ^J^i 
messuages,  farms,  and  hereditaments,  particularly  mentioned  and  Shbbwsbuky. 
described  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act,  should  be  ever 
thenceforth  vested  in  the  trustees  therein  named,  freed  and  dis- 
charged from  all  subsisting  uses,  trusts,  and  limitations,  upon  trust 
to  sell  the  same  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 

And  it  was  thereby  provided  that  "  all  moneys  to  arise  from  any 
such  sales  shall  be  paid  into  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  shall  be 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  other  lands  which  shall  be  conveyed, 
settled,  and  assured  to  the  uses,  and  with,  under,  and  subject  to 
the  powers,  provisoes,  conditions,  limitations,  restrictions  £rom 
alienation,  declarations  and  agreements  to,  with,  under  and  subject 
to  which  the  said  lands  hereby  vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid  would 
have  stood  limited  and  settled  if  the  same  had  not  been  so  vested 
in  trust  as  aforesaid,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature  of  the  estates 
to  be  purchased,  and  .other  circumstances,  will  admit."  And  it 
was  thereby  provided  that  **  such  moneys,  until  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  lands,  shall  be  invested  in  the  manner  herein  men* 
tionedy  and  the  profits  paid  to  such  person  or  persons  respectively 
as  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
laqds  directed  to  be  purchased  in  case  the  same  had  been  purchased 
pursuant  to  this  Act."  And  it  was  further  enacted  as  follows :  ^  that 
id  the  meantime,  and  nntil  such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid,  the 
manors  and  hereditaments  hereby  vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid,  or  the 
unsold  part  or  parts  thereof  for  the  time  being,  shall  be  held  and 
enjoyed,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  be  had,  received, 
and  taken  by  and  fdr  the  benefit  of  such  person  or  persons  as  would 
have  been  entitled  thereto  and  ought  now  to  have  held  and  enjoyed 
the  same  in  case  the  same  premises  had  not,  by  this  Act,  been  so 
vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid. 

The  three  closes  called  OldmanU  Land,  QuarrdP$  Meadow,  and 

Marl  PU  Pieees,  also  the  land  comprised  in  the  award  to  Jolm 

Ingram  of  the  9th  of  July,  1770  (properties  Nos.  ^  and  4),  were 

comprised  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act 

John  Earl  of  ShrewAwry,  by  his  will,  dated  the  21st  of  August, 


/  V 
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M.  B.       1845,  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  trustees  npon  trust  for  sale, 
1874       with  a  right  of  pre-emption  in  favour  of  the  Earl  of  SSirewimry 
HowABD     ^^^  should  snoceed  the  testator. 

-  ^'  John  Earl  of  ShrewAwry  died  in  1852f,  and  was  succeeded  by 

SuRBwsBUBT.  BeTtromf  the  seventeenth  Earl,  who  became  tenant  in  tail  of  the 

estates  of  which  his  predecessor  had  been  tenant  in  tail,  and  the 

right  of  pre-emption  given  to  him  by  the  last-mentioned  will  was 

exercised  in  his  behalf  by  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

By  two  disentailing  deeds,  dated  respectively  the  17th  of  April, 
1855,  and  the  31st  of  May,  1856,  the  said  Earl  Bertram^  Earl  of 
ShreufAury,  barred  all  estates  tail  vested  in  him,  and  limited  the 
hereditaments,  subject  to  such  estates  tail,  to  himself  in  fee. 

The  said  Earl  BeHram,  by  his  will,  dated  the  3rd  of  April,  1856, 
devised  all  hiff  hereditaments  and  real  estate  to  the  use  of  trustees 
for  the  term  of  1000  years,  upon  certain  trusts,  and,  subjeet  thereto, 
to  the  use  of  Lord  Edmund  Bernard  Howard  (the  infeint  Plaintiff) 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  each  of  his  sons  who  should 
be  born  in  the  testator's  lifetime  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainders 
over  in  fetvour  of  Baron  Howard  of  Qlo88op  and  others  in  the  said 
will  named. 

Earl  Bertram  died  on  the  10th  of  August,  1856,  and  was 
succeeded  by  Henry  John  Earl  Talbot,  who  died  on  the  4th  of 
June,  1868,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  Defendant,  COhatles  John 
Earl  of  Shrew Aury  and  Earl  Talbot. 

A  former  suit  of  Howard  v.  EarlofShrewAury  (1)  was  instituted 
by  the  present  Plaintiffs,  as  devisees  under  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram^ 
against  Ebnry,  the  then  Earl  of  ShrewAury,  claiming  the  estates 
which  were  settled  by  the  indenture  of  the  2nd  of  November,  1832, 
on  the  ground  that  the  transaction  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Act,  and 
that  therefore  the  Parliamentary  restraint  on  alienation  did  not 
attach. 

In  1866  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  (Lord  EomiUy)  decided  that  the 
transactions  of  1832  were  valid  under  the  Acts,  and  dismissed  the 
Plaintiffs'  bilL  The  case  came  by  appeal  before  the  Lord  Chancellor 
(Lord  Ohdmaford)^  Lord  Justice  Turner,  and  Lord  Caim$,  who,  on 
the  17th  of  July,  1867,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Eq.  218 ;  Ibid.  2  Ch.  760. 


VOL.  Xyn.]  EQUITT  OASES.  385 

Bolky  and  made  a  decree  declaring  that  the  £1000  was  not  well  or       M.  B. 
effectually  vested  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate  within  the  meaning        1874 
of  the  Act,  and  that  the  estates  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  the     howabd 
2nd  of  November,  1832,  were  not  thereby  made  subject  to  the     ^^^^ 
restriction  on  alienation  contained  in  the  Act  of  6  Geo.  1,  c  29 ;  Sbbewsbubt. 
that  the  sum  of  £1000  constituted  a  charge  on  the  lands  comprised 
in  the  indenture  of  the  2nd  of  November,  1832,  other  than  the 
eleven  acres  (Oldman^s  Land,  QiMtreirB  Meadow^  and  Marl  Pit 
Pieces),  but  that  this  should  be  without  prejudice  to  any  right 
which  the  Plaintiffs  might  have  in  such  eleven  acres,  and  that»  on 
payment  of  the  sum  of  £1000  into  Court,  the  Flaintifb  were 
entitled  to  hold  the  lands,  other  than  the  said  eleven  acres,  freed 
from  any  claim  in  respect  of  the  said  £1000. 

The  Plaintifis,  the  devisees  under  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram,  filed 
their  bill,  alleging  the  title  to  the  estates  under  which  they  claimed 
against  the  present  Earl  of  Shrewebury  and  the  trustees  as  Defen- 
dants. 

The  Defendants  contended  that  the  three  closes  and  the  here- 
ditaments comprised  in  the  award  of  the  9th  of  July,  1770  (or 
properties  Nos.  2  and  4),  and  the  legal  estate  therein,  were  vested 
in  the  trustees  under  the  Act  of  6  &  7  Vict  c  28,  and  that  the 
hereditaments  comprised  in  the  indentures  of  the  23rd  of  Febru- 
ary, 1762,  and  the  18th  of  December,  1782  (or  properties  Nos.  1 
and  3),  and  the  legal  estate  therem,  were  now  vested  in  the  same 
persons  under  the  Act  of  43  G^.  3,  c.  40. 

The  Plaintiffs  submitted  that  such  hereditaments  respectively 
were  comprised  in  such  Acts  respectively,  under  the  mistaken  belief 
on  the  part  of  the  persons  procuring  and  assenting  to  such  Acts  re- 
spectively that  such  hereditaments  respectiively  formed  part  of  the 
said  settled  estates,  and  further,  that  such  hereditaments  should  be 
deemed  and  considered  as  not  passing  under  such  Acts  so  as  to 
vary  the  equitable  estates  and  interests  therein,  and  that  the  same 
were  in  equity  the  property  of  the  said  John  Earl  of  ShretvAurtf, 
and  passed  by  his  will  and  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram,  and  were  now 
subject  to  the  usee  and  estates  limited  and  created  by  the  last-men- 
tioned will.  The  Plaintifis  submitted  further  that  the  Defendants 
Jclhn  OUbert  Talbot  and  Alfred  Charles  Duneombe,  according  to  the 
trae  construction  of  the  said  Acts,  and  the  circumstances  stated  in 
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K.  B.     ,  the  billy  were  trustees  for  all  persons,  including  the  Plsintifffl^  inte- 

1874       rested  under  the  said  will  of  Earl  Bertram. 

HowABD        ^^  Plaintiffs  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  said  three  closes 

Ea^*  69     ^U^^  0ldman*8  Land,  QuarreHTs  Meadow,  and  Marl  PU  Pieces,  and 

BHBxwBBimT.  the  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  indentures  of  the  23rd  of  Feb- 

ruary,  1762,  the  award  of  the  9th  of  July,  1770,  and  the  indentura 

of  the  18th  of  December,  1782,  became,  upon  the  decease  of  Earl 

Berirofni,  subject  to  the  uses  and  trusts  by  his  will  declared  of  all 

the  manors  and  real  estate,  being  freehold  of  inheritance,  which  he 

had  any  right  or  power  to  dispose  of  by  his  will,  and  that  the  rents 

of  all  such  hereditaments  respectively  (including  the  said  three 

closes)  ought  to  be  had,  received,  and  taken  by  or  for  the  benefit 

of  the  person  or  persons  entitled  thereto  under  or  by  yirtue  of  the 

same  will,  and  for  consequential  relief. 

Sir  B.  BaggaUay,  Q.O.,  Mr.  Southgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  IngU  Joyeey 
for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  Plaintiffs,  as  devisees  under  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram,  hare 
a  dear  equitable  interest  in  the  lands  in  question. 

As  regards  the  lands  described  for  convenience  as  Nos.  1  and  3, 
the  title  to  them  depends  on  the  construction  of  the  Act  43  Greo.  3, 
e.  40.  The  recitals  in  thai  Act  shew  that  it  was  only  intended  to 
affect  the  ShreioAury  settled  estates,  and  though  the  lands  in 
question  were  thrown  into  farms  which  are  described  in  the  schedule 
to  the  Act,  yet  the  operative  words  must  be  controlled  by  the 
recitals,  and  as  they  pass  nothing  except  what  was  included  in  the 
original  settlement^  the  Act  of  Greo.  1,  and  the  schedule,  these  lands 
cannot  be  held  to  have  passed  to  the  trustees.  The  general  words 
are  not  sufficient  to  include  them.  These  lands,  therefore,  beltmged 
to  John,  fourteenth  Earl  of  ShrewAury,  and  passed  under  his  will 
to  Earl  Bertram. 

The  lands  described  as  Nos.  2  and  4  are  affected  by  the  Act  of 
6  &  7  Vict.  c.  28,  and  it  must  be  admitted  that  they  are  deepribed 
in  the  schedule,  and  that  the  legal  estate  passed  to  the  trustees  for 
sale.  But  these  trusts  not  having  been  exercised,  the  equitable 
interest  remained  in  the  person  who,  but  for  that  Act,  would  hare 
been  entitled  to  these  lands,  and  thus  devolved  on  Earl  Bertram. 
Where  a  private  Act  of  Parliament  only  affects  the  l^;al  estate 
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in  any  lands,  the  person  entitled  to   the   equitable  estate  is       ILB. 
entitled  to  recover  in  eqnity  as  against  a  person  in  wrongful  pes-        i874 

session.  BgwZid 

Thus,  in  Jackson  y.  Innea  (IJ,  it  was  held  that,  on  a  mortgage,     ^^ 
the  equity  of  redemption  followed  the  prior  uses  unless  there  was  Shrbwsbubt. 
a  clearly  implied  intenticm  to  change  them  and  create  a  new  settle- 
ment. 

The  way  in  which  the.  Court  deals  with  private  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment is  shewn  in  MeKenzie  v.  Stuart  (2),  where  a  private  Act  of 
Parliament  contained  a  recital  that  certain  debts  were  due,  and 
authorized  a  sale  of  estates  to  pay  them ;  the  remainderman  was 
afterwards  allowed  by  the  House  of  Lords  to  prove  that  some  of 
the  debts  were  fictitious,  being  got  up  by  the  tenant  for  life  of  the 
estates.  So  in  Chapnan  v.  Brown  (3),  where  a  private  Act  of 
Parliament  recited  that,  one  was  tenant  for  life  of  certain  estates, 
it  was  nevertheless  held  that  he  was  tenant  in  taiL 

The  Plaintiffs  may  properly  sue  in  equity  without  establishing 
their  legal  title  by  ejectment  to  those  lands  in  which  they  claim 
to  be  entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equity. 

Mr.  JoBhiM  Williams,  Q-C,  Mr.  Fry,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  KdcewuA,  for 
the  Defendant  the  Earl  of  Shrewdmry : — 

Assun^ing  that  the  lands  in  question  did  not  pass  by  the  private 
Acts  of  Parliament,  and  though  one  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  an  infiEmt,  we 
contend  that,  as  regards  lands  2  and  4,  in  which  he  claims  both  a 
legal  and  equitable  interest,  that  a  Plaintiff  cannot  sustain  a  bill 
in  equity  against  an  intruder  on  the  property  without  first  estab- 
bshing  his  legal  title  by  ejectment. 

This  was  laid  down  by  Lord  RomiBy  in  Orotvther  v.  OrowQier  (4), 
where  it  was  held  that  the  rule  that  an  infant  can  file  an  ejectment 
bill  did  not  apply  where  the  infant  had  been  in  possession  per- 
sonaUy,  or  by  his  guardian  or  an  agent,  and  the  estate  had  been  sold 
by  a  title  adverse  to  the  infant. 

But  we  contend  that  the  lands  in  question  did  not  pass  under 
these  Acts  to  Earl  Bertram,  under  whom  the  Plaintiffs  claim.  The 
properties  numbered  1  and  3  were  dealt  with  by  the  Act  of 

(1)  1  BIL  104.  (8)  8  Burr.  1626. 

(2)  5  Cm.  Dig.  23.  (4)  28  Beav.  806. 
YoL.  XVn.                                     2F  2 
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M.  R.       43  Geo.  89  c.  40.    They  are  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  and  the 

1874        words  *' occupied  as  part  or  parcel  or  member  thereof  in  the 

HowABD     g6ii6ral  words  would  be  sufficient  to  include  them,  as  they  were  in 

^  ^'         fact  jointly  occupied  with  other  farms.     They  became  vested, 

Shsewsbubt.  therefore,  under  that  Act  in  trustees  for  sale,  and  were  dealt  with 

as  part  of  the  settled  estates. 

Then  as  regards  parcel  2,  which  was  included  in  the  award,  the 
legal  estate  is  still  outstanding  in  the  heir  of  Ingram,  in  whom  the 
property  was  vested. 

The  Act  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  28,  dealt  with  Nos.  2  and  4,  and  it  is 
not  disputed  that  they  were  included  in  the  schedules  and  became 
vested  in  the  trustees. 

'  Under  these  circumstances  no  part  of  the  property  in  question 
passed  to  Earl  Bertram;  and  even  if  the  Flaintifis'  construction  of 
the  private  Acts  of  Parliament  is  correct,  the  infant  Plcuntiff 
cannot  recover  in  equity. 

Mr.  Fiseher,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Agnew,  for  the  trustees. 

The  following  cases  were  also  referred  to :  Boberdeau  v.  £oitf  (1); 
Bhmfidd  v.  Eyre  (2)  ;  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (3)  ;  ThomoA  t. 
Thomas  (4) ;  Earl  of  ShrewAury  v.  8eoU  (5) ;  Bullock  v.  Flad- 
gate  (6) ;  Wheeler  v.  Home  (7)  ;  Oiffard  v.  WiUiama  (8) ;  BaSey 
V.  Xdoyd  (9) ;  Walsh  v.  Trevannion  (10). 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

The  substantial  question  to  be  decided  in  this  cause  is  this— 
when  I  say  question  I  might  almost  say  a  series  of  questions, 
— whether  certain  pieces  of  land  which,  being  held  under  four 
different  titles,  are  conveniently  described  as  1,  2,  3,  and  4, 
belong  to  the  persons  entitled  to  the  lands  of  Bertram^  the  seven- 
teenth  Earl  of  Shrembtrnff  under  the  devise  in  his  will  of  his 
estates,  or  whether  those  lands  belong  to  the  present  Earl  otShrenci' 
bury  as  tenant  in  tail  under  what  I  will  call  the  ShrewAury  settle- 

(1)  1  Atk.  543.  (6)  1  V.  &  B.  471. 

(2)  8  Beav.  260.  (7)  Willes,  208. 

(3)  1  Atk.  489.  (8)  Law  Bep.  5  Ch.  546. 

(4)  2  Jr.  Eq.  Bep.  109.  (9)  5  Buss.  330. 
(6)  6  C.  B.  (N.a)  1.  (10)  16  Sim.  178. 
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ment    The  second  qaestion,  or  series  of  questions,  is,  whether,       M.B. 
assmning  the  Plaintiffs,  that  is,  the  persons  entitled  under  Earl        1874 
Bertram*8  will,  to  be  entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equity  to  the     Howard 
lands  in  question — ^whether  the  remedy,  if  any,  is  not  at  law ;     ^J'' 
Becondly,  awmming  it  to  be  in  equity,  whether  the  allegations  of  SRRBwsBUKr, 
the  bill  are  so  framed,  or  the  prayer  so  framed,  or  both  so  framed,        *"" 
that  the  Plainti£fs  can  have  any  relief  in  this  suit. 

I  will  first  of  all  consider  the  real  questions,  and  then  I  will 
consider  whether  any  of  these  technical  grounds  preyent  my  doing 
justice  between  the  parties— of  course  assuming  that  I  am  right  in 
my  decision  of  the  real  Questions. 

These  four  properties  are  affected  by  different  instruments,  and , 
as  their  titles  are  to  a  certain  extent  distinct,  it  is  as  well  to  keep 
them  separate  in  considering  the  effect  of  the  legal  instruments 
which  I  have  to  construe.  Now  two  of  the  properties,  which  are 
called  No.  1  and  No.  3,  are  not  alleged  to  be  affected  by  any  Act 
of  Parliament  except  an  Act  of  43  Geo*  3,  c.  40.  The  two  other 
properties,  which  are  called  No.  2  and  No.  4,  are  not  alleged  to  be 
affected  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  except  the  Act  6  &  7  Vict. 
C.28. 

As  regards  the  properties  1  and  3,  which  I  will  deal  with  first. 
No.  1  was  bought  in  the  year  1762  by  Chorgef  the  fourteenth  Earl 
of  Sirewebury,  and  was  conveyed  to  him  in  fee.  No.  3  was  bought 
by  the  same  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  in  December,  1782,  and  was  also 
conveyed  to  him  in  fee.  Now  that  Earl  of  ShrewAury  was  tenant 
in  tail  in  possession  of  very  large  property,  which  I  will  call, 
for  the  sake  of  convenience,  the  ShrewAury  settled  estates.  An 
Act  of  Parliament  had  been  obtained  (6  Geo.  1,  c.  29)  by  which 
these  settled  estates  had  been  annexed  to  the  Earldom  with  a 
proviso  by  which  any^Earl  becoming  a  Protestant  (that  is  the 
effect  of  it)  was  entitled  to  alienate  them.  The  Earls  of  Shreum^ 
imy,  being  then  Boman  Gatholics,  were  not  so  entitled ;  but  if  one 
of  them  became  a  Protestant,  and  if  by  accident^  or  by  failure  of 
the  strict  Boman  Catholic  line  of  Earls,  as  has  actually  happened 
sinoe^  the  title  should  devolve  on  the  Protestant  line,  if  that  Act 
bad  not  been  altered  or  affected  that  Protestant  Earl  would  have 
been  entitled  to  alienate  the  estates.  It  was,  therefore,  not  strictly 
at  that  time  an  annexation  of  the  settled  estates  in  the  will,  but 

2F2  2 
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M.  B.  only  subject  to  the  contingency  of  there  being  no  Protestant  Earl, 
1874  or  of  no  £arl  becoming  Protestant. 
HowABD  These  two  properties  were  thrown  into  certain  tarmB  which  were 
17.  J^  ^  described  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act  of  43  Geo.  3,  c.  40.  The 
Bbbkwbbubt.  object  of  that  Act  was  to  vest  part  of  the  settled  estates  of 
the  Earl  of  ShrewAury  in  certain  counties  in  trustees  for  sale,  and 
for  laying  out  the  moneys  to  arise  by  such  sale  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands  and  hereditaments  to  be  settled  in  lieu  thereof  to  the 
same  u&tes  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions.  The  Act,  there- 
fore, by  its  title,  was  confined  to  selling  a  portion  of  the  settled 
estates,  and  buying  other  estates  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses. 
When  we  look  at  the  recitals  of  that  Act,  we  find  it  most  carefoUy 
restricted  to  the  settled  estates : — [His  Honour  then  read  parts  oi 
the  recitals.]  The  object  of  the  Act  is  thus  shewn  to  be  to  autho- 
rize the  sale  of  certain  portions  of  the  settled  estates  in  certain 
counties,  for  the  benefit  of  the  Earl  and  those  entitled  in  remainder, 
and  to  purchase  other  estates  in  the  counties  of  Oxford,  Woreedert 
Staffcrd^  and  Chedery  which  would  be  more  conveniently  held  with 
the  bulk  of  the  EarFs  estates  in  those  counties.  Then  it  is 
enacted  that  all  and  singular  the  manors  and  lands  situate  and 
being  in  the  several  counties  of  8ahp^  Chester^  Berk$^  WOkf  and 
Oxford^  limited  and  settled  by  the  indentures  of  the  3rd  and  4th 
of  March,  1718,  and  by  the  Act  of  6  (rea  1,  c.  29,'  which  were 
described  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  Act  now  referred  to, 
with  all  and  singular  (the  common  words  as  to  manors)  whatsoever 
to  the  same  **  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining,  or  therewith 
used,  occupied,  possessed,  or  enjoyed,  or  accepted,  reputed,  taken, 
or  known  as  part,  parcel,  or  member  thereof,"  are  to  be  sold. 

Now  it  is  not  disputed  that  no  lands  passed  except  lands  com- 
prised in  the  settlement  and  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,  and  parti- 
cularly described  in  the  schedule.  The  mere  fact  of  land  being 
described  in  the  schedule  and  not  described  in  the  settlement,  or 
described  in  the  settlement  and  not  comprised  in  the  schedole, 
would  not  suffice  to  vest  them.  In  order  to  get  vesting  yon  must 
get  the  parcels  in  all  three  instruments — ^the  settlement,'tlie  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  the  schedule.  And  it  is  admitted  that  these 
lands  in  question  are  in  the  schedule,  but  are  not  in  the  settlenient, 
and  not  in  the  Act  of  Parliament,    Therefore  it  must  be  admitted 
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tliat  the  yesting  clauBe  would  not  apply  unless  the  general  words       M.  B. 
help  it    Bat  the  general  words  are  only  that  which  is  *^  possessed        1874 
or  enjoyed  and  accepted  as  part,  parcel,  or  meipber  thereof/'  that     howIbd 
is,  party  parcel,  or  member  of  the  settled  estates.    The  ^'  thereof"     ^  ^^ 
refers  to  the  things  Tested.    I  take  it  the  proper  meaning  of  those  Sbbbwbbdrt. 
words  18  to  refer  to  the  things  conveyed  or  vested  by  the  previous 
words ;  and  there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  to  shew  that  these 
were  ever  held  or  occupied  as  part  or  parcel  of  the  settled  estates. 
The  only  evidence  before  me  is,  that  in  the  years  I  have  mentioned 
they  were  purchased  in  fee  simple  by  the  fourteenth  Earl  of 
Shrewiuryf  which,  of  course,  is  contrary  to  that  supposition ;  so 
that  if  the  matter  stood  there,  I  should  hold  that  the  general 
words  would  not  pass  these  lands.    But  it  does  not  stand  there. 

Nothing,  I  consider,  is  better  settled  than  that  these  general 
words,  even  where  they  would  pass  the  land  ex  vi  terminorvm^  are 
restricted  by  the  recitals  and  what  is  called  the  scope  of  the 
instrument.  This  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  EojphinBon  v. 
Lttii  (1),  before  Lord  JtomtHy.  The  principle  is,  that  though 
words  of  specific  description  are  not  easily  dealt  with,  yet  general 
words  are;  and  that,  though  general  words  may  be  in  themselves 
large  enough  (which  I  do  not  think  these  are,  because  there  is  no 
evidence  to  comprise  the  property  in  dispute),  yet  if,  upon  the 
whole  scope  of  the  instrument,  as  to  which  especial  regard  is  to 
be  had  to  what  I  call  introductory  recitals,  it  appears  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  pass  those  properties,  it  will  not  pass 
them. 

In  JBaphinson  v.  Lu9k  the  words  were  certainly  large  enough ; 
here  I  think  they  are  not  large  enough,  because  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  the  lands  were  held  as  part  of  the  settled  estates,  the 
mere  fact  of  their  being  in  the  same  occupation  not  being  sufS- 
cient.  Therefore  I  hold  that  the  estates  in  question  are  not 
affected  at  all  by  this  Act  of  Parliament ;  that,  therefore,  both  at 
law  and  in  equity,  they  remained  the  absolute  fee  simple  property 
of  the  fourteenth  Earl  of  Shrewsbury.  The  result  of  that  is  this, 
that  they  passed  ultimately  to  Bertram^  the  seventeenth  Earl  of 
Shrewiiury,  and  finally  would  pass  by  his  will  to  the  third  Plain- 
tiff Lord  Edmund  Howard,  being  the  first  tenant  for  life,  and  the 

(1)  34  Beav.  215. 
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M.  B.      other  PIaiDti£&9  being  tenants  in  remainder  under  legal  deTises  in 

1874        the  ^11  of  Bertram  Earl  of  ShretoAury.    That  disposes  of  the 

HowAjiD     ^^S^^  ^^  ^^  Plaintiffs  both  at  law  and  in  eqnity  to  these  two 

„  ^*         parcels  of  land. 
Eabl  of     *^ 

Shrvwbbubt.  I  now  come  to  consider  the  second  and  the  fourth  parcels.  There 
is  a  difference  between  them  which  is  by  no  means  immaterial^  and 
it  will  be  necessary^  therefore,  to  say  a  word  as  to  the  titles  of  those 
parcels.  No.  2  was  a  piece  of  land  bought  in  1770  by  the  same 
George  fourteenth  Earl  of  Shrewsbury^  but  for  some  reason^  which 
does  not  appear,  instead  of  taking  the  conveyance  to  himself,  he 
took  the  conyeyance  in  the  name  of  his  solicitor,  one  Jchn  Ingram^ 
and  under  an  award  made  on  the  9th  of  July,  1770,  some  other 
lands  were  awarded,  and  of  course  became  subject  to  the  same  title 
.  in  lieu  of  the  lands  so  purchcused.  Since  the  award  of  1770  nothing 
further  seems  to  have  been  done  as  regards  these  lands.  The  heir 
of  Ingram  is  not  known,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  the  l^al  estate 
is  outstanding  in  the  heir  of  Ingram.  It  was  suggested  that  I  was 
entitled  to  presume  conyeyance,  but  I  do  not  think  I  can  presume 
a  conveyance  simply  from  lapse  of  time.  There  is  no  dealing  with 
the  property  unless  so  far  as  the  Act  of  Parliament  I  am  about  to 
mention  may  be  deemed  a  dealing.  It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  my  decision  in  any  way  depends  on  the  fact  whether  the  legal 
estate  is  or  is  not  outstanding  in  the  heir  of  Ingram. 

Parcel  No.  4  had  been  bought  also  by  an  Earl  of  Shrewdmry; 
but  in  the  year  1832  an  attempt  was  made  to  include  these  lands 
and  other  lands  of  very  great  value  in  the  ShretoAury  settlement, 
and  they  were  conveyed  under  circumstances  which  have  been 
held  by  the  Appeal  Court  in  Chancery  to  have  been  such  as  to 
deprive  that  conveyance  of  any  validity  in  equity,  but  not,  of 
course,  destroying  its  validity  at  law.  They  were  in  1832  con- 
veyed to  the  uses  of  the  ShrewAuryfiettlement,  and  conseqnentl j, 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  6  &  7  Vict  c.  28,  those  lands 
were  settled  to  the  uses  of  the  Shrewsbury  settlement^  and  appa- 
rently, though  not  in  reality,  equitably  settled  to  the  same  uses 
also. 

Under  these  circumstances  an  Act  is  obtained  which,  by  its 
title,  is  not  exactly  so  restricted  as  the  Act  of  the  43  Greo.  3, 
because,  in  addition  to  a  similar  title  to  that  mentioned  in  the 
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former  Act  (in  fact^  almost  in  the  same  words,  vesting  part  of  the       H.  R. 
estates  in  trustees,  and  so  forth),  it  contains  the  words,  '^  and  for        1874 
other  purposes  therein  mentioned."    Now  when  yon  come  to  look     Howabo 
at  the  Act,  it  is  quite  obyions  what  the  other  purposes  were.    The     ^  ^' 
chief  purpose,  perhaps,  for  which  the  Act  was  obtained  at  all  was  Shbewsbubt. 
this^  that  in  the  year  1843  it  was  not  improbable  that  what  I  will 
call  the  Boman  Catholic  line  of  ^Earls  of  Shrewsbury  might  come 
to  an  end,  and  it  was  the  desire  of  the  then  Earl  of  Shrewdmry 
that  the  estates  annexed  to  the  title  in  the  peculiar  way  that  Z 
have  mentioned  should  continue  to  be  annexed  to  the  title, 
although  a  future  Earl  might  be  Protestant.    And  one  of  the 
purposes,  if  not  the  chief  purpose,  for  which  this  Act  was  obtained 
was  to  get  rid  of  the  provision  by  which  a  Protestant  Earl  could 
alienate  the  estates,  and  a  clause  for  this  purpose  was  inserted  in 
the  Act,  and  has  proved  effectual.     The  recital  of  this  Act  as 
regards  the  intention  to  vest  the  portions  of  the  estates  in  trustees 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  them,  which  is  the  portion  of  the  Act 
with  which  I  have  to  deal,  is  quite  as  clear  and  explicit  as  the 
recital  in  the  Act  of  Geo.  3. 

It  is  admitted  that  parcels  No.  2  and  No.  4  are  comprised  by  a 
proper  description  in  the  schedule  to  this  Act  of  Parliament. 
Now  the  vesting  words  are  not  the  same,  nor  is  the  same  form  of 
vesting  adopted  that  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  the  Act  of  Geo.  3 : 
instead  of  confining  the  vesting  to  the  settled  estates,  whether 
accidentally,  as  Lord  Chelmsford  seems  to  have  thought,  or 
whether  under  some  notion  of  attaching  all  they  could  to  the 
title,  or  how  otherwise,  I  cannot  say,  the  form  has  been  varied, 
and  the  enacting  clause  is  this :  **  that  all  and  singular  the  manors 
or  lordships,  lands,  messuages,  farms,  tenements,  and  other  heredi- 
taments,", and  so  forth,  *'  together  with  all,  &c,  particularly  men- 
tioned and  described  in  the  2nd  schedule  to  this  Act»  shall  and  are 
hereby  and  from  henceforth  vested  in  and  settled  upon  *'  the  trus- 
tees, freed  and  absolutely  discharged  from  the  uses  and  trusts 
declared  of  the  said  manors,  or  any  of  them,  nevertheless  on  trust 
for  sale. 

Now,  the  question  I  have  to  decide  here  is  similar,  no  doubt^  to  the 
question  I  had  to  decide  on  the  other  Act,  but  the  circumstances 
^re  different.    I  am  asked  now,  not  to  give  effect  to  the  plain 
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K.  B.       meaning  and  oonstruotion  of  the  Act,  but  to  control  plain  word& 
1874       I  have  not  now  to  deal  with  general  words,  but  I  have  to  deal  with 
Howard     precise  and  specific  descriptions,  and  I  feel  myself,  in  the  present 
Ease,  of     ^^^  ^^  ^^  anthorities  which  have  settled  the  landmarks  of  real 
Shbswbbcbt.  property  law  in  a  way  which  no  Judge  is  entitled  to  disturb,  in  a 
position  to  say  this,  that  I  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  in  which 
a  dear,  precise,  and  specific  description  of  property  in  the  opera- 
tiye  part  of  a  deed  has  been  controlled  at  law  by  the  efiect  of 
mere  recitals,  or  by  inference  from  the  covenants  or  subeequcDi 
parts  of  the  deed.    No  case  has  been  produced  to  me  on  the  part, 
of  the  PlaintifiB,  and  considering,  as  I  do,  that  this  private  Act  of 
Parliament  must  be  construed  in  the  same  way  as  a  deed  of  con- 
veyance, although  I  am  quite  satisfied  that,  looking  at  the  recitala 
in  the  subsequent  parts  of  the  Act,  which  I  need  not  go  into 
in  detail^  the  Legislature  must  be  taken  to  have  considered  that  it 
was  dealing  with  settled  estates,  yet  I  am  not  enabled  to  strike 
out  from  that  vesting  clause  the  conveyance  of  all  that  was  con* 
tained  in  the  schedule,  whether  it  was  settled  or  not ;  and  I  am, 
therefore,  bound  to  hold,  that,  so  far  as  there  was  any  legal  estate 
in  any  of  the  persons  excepted  from  the  saving  clause  of  this  Act, 
that  legal  estate  passed  to  the  trustees  of  the  Act,  and  it  passed 
to  them  of  course  on  the  trusts  thereof,  whatever  those  tnuts 
were. 

The  remaining  question  is,  what  were  the  trusts?  Kow  of 
course  in  all  these  cases  where  you  vest  lands  contained  in  a 
schedule,  and  do  not  restrict  them  to  settled  estates,  it  is  wise  and 
V  prudent  to  take  care  that  you  do  not  give  one  man  s  land  to 
another  man.  That  is  not  to  be  presumed  to  be  the  intention,  and 
in  this  case  we  have  actual  recitals  which  shew  that  it  was  not  the 
intention,  and,  therefore,  when  the  Legislature  used  terms  which 
might  have  carried  the  legal  estate  to  these  trustees  apparently 
on  trust  for  sale,  the  Legislature  at  the  same  time  took  care  that 
they  should  not  convey  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  any  land 
not  already  subject  to  those  trusts,  and  they  did  this  by  two  daoses 
which  are  not  immateriaL 

The  5th  clause  is  in  these  terms :  **  That  in  the  meantime, 
and  until  such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid,  the  said  manors  and  other 
hereditanients  hereby  vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid,  or  the  unsoM 
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part  or  parts  thereof,  for  the  time  being  shall  be  held  and  enjoyed,      H.  B. 
and  the  [rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  be  had,  received,  and       1874 
taken  by  and  for  the  benefit  of  such  person  or  persons  as  would     howIbd 
haye  been  entitled  thereto,  and  ought  to  have  held  and  enjoyed     p.^^;  ^^ 
the  same,  in  case  the  same  premises  had  not  by  this  Act  been  so  Shbkwsbdbt. 
vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid."    I  think  plainer  words,  clearer  words,       """ 
could  not  have  been  used ;  they  are  enacting  words,  they  are  not 
to  be  controlled  by  any  fancy  or  caprice  of  mine ;  and  as  these 
lands  have  not  been  sold  the  result  is  that  the  person  who  would 
haye  been  entitled  to  them  if  the  Act  had  not  passed  is  now  en- 
titled in  equity:  the  result,  therefore,  will  be  that  the  persons 
entitled  under  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram  are  entitled  to  these  lands 
at  present. 

Sut  I  go  a  little  further.  I  think  the  same  obseryation  applies  to 
the  3rd  clause  directing  the  application  of  the  money.  The  clause 
directs  that  after  sale  the  money  shall  be  applied  to  the  purehase 
of  land,  and  the  land  ''  so  to  be  purehased  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
conveyed,  settled,  and  assured  to  the  uses,  and  with,  under,  and 
subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  conditions,  limitations,  restrictions 
from  alienation,  declarations,  and  agreements,  to,  with,  under,  and 
subject  to  which  the  said  manors  or  lordships,  and  other  heredita- 
ments hereby  vested  in  trust  as  aforesaid,  would  have  stood  limited 
and  settled  if  the  same  had  not  been  so  vested  in  trust  as  afore- 
said, or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature  of  the  estates  to  be  purehased 
and  other  circumstances  will  admit."  That  gets  rid  of  any  observa- 
tion on  the  words  **  restriction  or  alienation  " ;  it  was  not  absolute, 
but  as  near  thereto  as  circumstances  would  admit.  Now  it  is  said 
that  the  word  **  respectively  "  is  not  there,  but  it  is  there  from  its 
nature.  As  you  may  have  the  land  settled  to  various  uses,  as  I 
shall  shew  presently,  even  as  regards  the  settled  estates,  and  you 
are  to  settle  the  purchased  land  to  the  same  uses  as  the  land  sold, 
you  must  have  regard  to  the  uses  to  which  the  lands  sold  were 
subject. 

As  regards  the  settled  estates,  I  will  take  only  one  instance  to 
shew  that  the  uses  might  be  different.  There  are  rather  ample 
jointuring  powers  given  by  this  Act  of  Parliament,  under  which  a 
jointure  may  be  charged  on  one  portion  of  the  estate,  and  then  a 
second  jointure  on  another.    If  one  jointress  had  a  right  to  one 
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M.  B.      part  of  the  estate,  and  another  jointress  had  a  right  to  another 
1874       part  of  the  estate,  and  a  third  part  of  the  settled  estate  was  free 
HowABD     ^^^^  jointure,  it  would  be  proper  and  prudent  for  the  trustees  to 
e^h'lo,     seU  those  three  parts  separately,  and  settle  the  purchased  estates 
Shbbwbbubt.  in  the  same  way.    If  they  did  not,  still  I  think,  under  the  general 
doctrine  of  equity,  a  Court  of  Equity  could  apportion  the  purchase- 
moneys  according  to  the  value  of  the  estate  sold,  because  such 
jointress  would  have  a  right  to  a  fair  proportion  of  the  property 
purchased  with  the  moneys  arising  from  the  three  estates  sold 
together.      But  the  trustees  would  best  perform  their  duty  by 
selling  them  separately.    Therefore  you  have  here  a  positive  and 
distinct  enactment  again,  that  whoever  would  have  been  entitled 
to  the  estates,  if  they  had  not  been  vested  in  the  trustees,  would 
be  entitled  to  the  estate  purchased  with  the  money  arising  from 
the  sale. 

Now,  according  to  the  well-s6ttled  doctrine  of  equity,  if  a  man  is 
entitled  to  an  estate  until  sale,  and  he  is  also  entitled  to  have  the 
purchase-money  laid  out  in  land  to  which  he  is  to  be  absolutely  en- 
titled after  sale,  he  has  the  whole  right  to  the  estate,  and  the  bare 
trustee  in  whom  it  is  vested  has  no  right  to  sell  it  without  his  con- 
sent He  can  no  more  sell  it  for  his  own  benefit  than  under  a  trost 
for  accumulation  he  can  accumulate  it  for  his  own  benefit.    It 
comes,  therefore,  in  substance  to  this,  that  the  owner  of  the  estate 
has  a  right  to  say,  **  It  shall  not  be  sold  without  my  consent" 
Now  this  consent  was  expressly  reserved  to  the  Earls  of  Skreu^- 
hwry.    If  by  reason  of  alienation  it  was  possible  for  the  estate  to 
pass  away  to  somebody  else,  of  course  there  would  be  an  end  of 
the  trust  for  sale.    If  there  is  a  vesting  of  property  by  private  Act 
of  Parliament  in  trust  to  sell  with  the  consent  of  the  owner,  under 
a  settlement  to  hold  the  purchase-money  upon  trust  to  purchase 
other  estates  to  be  more  conveniently  held  with  the  settled  estates, 
and  the  property  so  directed  to  be  sold  becomes  by  alienation  the 
absolute  property  in  fee  of  somebody  else,  there  is  an  end  of  the 
trust  for  sale,  whioh  does  not  last  for  ever,  but  ceases  when  the 
nature  of  the  trust  is  such  that  it  cannot  be  properly  exercised 
after  the  change  in  the  ownership.    And  therefore  I  hold  that 
the  absolute  equitable  ownership  passed  under  the  will  of  Earl 
Bertram  to  his  devisees.    The  result,  therefore,  is,  that,  in  my 
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opinioni  the  whole  of  the  property  in  dispute  belongs  to  the       H.  B. 
Plaintiffs  as  devisees  under  the  will  of  Earl  Bertram.  1874 

I  should  haye  been  very  glad,  for  the  sake  of  the  law,  if  I  could     howIbd 
have  stopped  here,  and  have  said  that,  that  being  my  opinion^  I     ^  ** 
should  giye  effect  to  it,  as  I  intend  to  do,  by  the  decree  I  am  about  Shbewsbubt- 
to  make.    But  it  is  quite  impossible  for  me  to  pass  over  in  silence 
the  objections  of  a  purely  technical  character  which  hare  been  ad- 
duced to  induce  me  to  say  that  I  am  not  able  to  do  justice  in  this 
case.    As  regards  the  property  comprised  in  the  Act  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  28,  they  have  no  application  in  the  yiew  which  I  have  taken  of 
the  case,  because  the  bill  is  framed  under  the  notion  that  the  legal 
estate  became  vested  in  the  Defendants,  the  trustees  of  that  Act  of 
Parliament,  upon  the  trusts  of  that  Act,  and  that  is  the  yiew  I 
myself  have  adopted.     But  as  regards  the  property  which  was 
supposed  to  be  comprised  in  the  Act  of  43  Geo.  3,  c.  40,  it  is  said 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  legcJ  estate  did  not  pass  by  that  Act  to  the 
trustees  of  it,  the  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 
which  I  have  already  decided  to  be  a  true  yiew  of  the  instrument, 
and  that,  being  entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  they  are  not 
entitled  to  sue  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  but  must  sue  in  a  Court  of 
Law,  or,  in  other  words,  must  bring  ejectment,  and  must  not  pro- 
ceed by  bill. 

It  is  quite  true  that,  as  a  general  rule,  a  Plaintiff  who  has  both  a 
legal  and  an  equitable  title  to  land  must  proceed  at  law  and  not 
in  equity.  But  there  are  various  exceptions  to  that  rule,  and  one 
of  those  exceptions  is  this,  that  if  the  person  entitled  to  possession 
of  the  land  is  an  infant,  and  the  Defendants  have  taken  possession 
of  the  land  to  which  he  is  so  entitled,  he  has  a  right  to  sue  in 
equity  to  get  both  the  profits  of  the  land  which  have  been  so 
received  by  the  Defendant,  and  also  the  possession  of  it,  delivered 
up  to  him.  Now,  it  happens  accidentally  that  the  person  entitled 
under  the  will  of  Bertram,  the  seventeenth  Earl  of  Shrewsbury,  the 
second  Plaintiff  on  this  record,  is  an  infant,  and  his  infancy  is 
stated  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  and,  as  I  understand  it,  all  the  infant 
has  to  do  is  to  state  that  he  is  an  infiEtnt,  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
land,  and  that  the  Defendants  have  taken  the  rents  and  profits 
or  the  possession  from  him,  and  kept  him  out  of  it.  And  I  find 
all  that  very  satisfactorily  stated  on  this  bill,  and  the  facts  are 
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M.  B.       admitted  by  the  answer.    In  my  judgment  the  infimt  is  not  bound 

1874        to  state  any  more>  and,  having  asked  for  an  acconnt  of  the  i^tB 

HowABD     ^^^  profits  to  be  paid  to  him  and  somebody  else,  and  having 

j2^         asked  also  for  a  declaration  that  he  is  the  person  entitled  nnder 

Shbbwbbijrt.  the  willy  which  makes  him  entitled  firsty  and  haying  prayed  for 

general  relief,  he  is  entitled  to  have  those  rents  and  profits  paid 

to  him  alone. 

[His  Honour  then  referred  to  another  technical  objection  to  the 
Plaintiffs'  right  to  relief  arising  from  the  form  of  the  pleading, 
which  he  oyerruled.j 

Now,  the  only  point  left  to  consider  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  the 
infant,  the  first  texiant  for  life,  could  succeed  on  such  an  allegation  as 
that  contained  in  the  bill  without  more,  and  I  was  referred  on  that 
point  by  the  leading  counsel  of  the  Defendant  to  the  decision  of 
Lord  BomiUy  in  Oroidher  t.  Orowfher  (1),  where  he  says :  '^  It  is 
said  that  this  is  the  case  of  an  infant,  and  that  the  principle  abore 
stated  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  an  infant ;  but  I  think  the 
authorities  cited  do  not  establish  any  such  distinction.  This  Court 
will  not  allow  an  infant  to  be  turned  out  of  possession  of  an  estate 
without  legal  process,  and,  accordingly,  the  cases  cited  are  all  in- 
stances of  a  person  intruding  on  an  infant  in  possession,  either  by 
himself  or  lus  guardian  or  bailiff;  but  if  it  is  admitted  that  the 
infant  never  was  in  possession  or  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  property, 
either  by  himself  or  his  guardian,  he  stands  in  the  same  situation 
as  any  other  person,  and  must  first  establish  his  legal  title." 

I  must  say,  because  I  am  driren  to  it,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  that  is  not  a  correct  statement  of  the  law.  If  Lord  jBomtSy 
had  decided  this  for  the  first  time,  and  there  were  no  other  deci- 
sion on  the  subject,  I  should  be  bound  to  follow  that  decision,  and 
should  most  unhesitatingly  follow  it ;  but  in  the  first  place,  I  am 
satisfied  that  the  then  Master  of  the  Bolls  did  not  intend  to  esta- 
blish any  new  law  at  all.  He  was  merely  stating  what  appeared 
to  him  to  be  the  result  of  the  decisions,  and  he  confined  his  reniarb 
to  the  authorities  cited  before  him.  Haying  looked  at  all  those 
authorities,  I  find,  somewhat  to  my  surprise,  that  they  do  not  bear 
out  the  statement  at  all.  I  have  also  looked  at  a  great  many 
others  which  are  entirely  contrary  to  it.    I  will,  out  of  respect  to 

(1)  23  Beav.  303,  808. 
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my  predeoesaor,  advert  to  one  or  two  of  them.    I  cannot  help       u.  R. 
thinking  that  Lord  Bamilly  had  forgotten  for  a  moment  the  tech-       1874 
nical  meaning  of  the  word  **  intruding,"  and  that  **  intruding  "  was     howabd 
used  in  the  old  books,  not  in  the  sense  of  turning  anybody  out,     ^  *- 
but  of  taking  the  vacant  possession  immediately  after  the  death  of  Sbbbwbbubt. 
the  ancestor,  before  the  heir  or  devisee  entered,  and  that  that       ""^ 
misled  him  a  little,  I  think,  as  to  what  the  authorities  mean. 
But  it  is,  I  think,  quite  plain,  on  the  authorities  stated  by  him, 
without  going  to  the  others,  that  no  such  distinction  can  be  made 
out. 

One  of  these  authorities  was  the  case  of  Newburgh  v.  Bicker' 
staffs  (1),  which  was  a  bill  depending  on  a  title  of  some  marsh 
lands,  and  the  judgment  is  this :  *^  The  Lord  Keeper  observed,  that 
lAMeUm  says  if  a  man  intrudes  upon  an  infant,  he  shall  receive  the 
profits  but  as  guardian** — ^that  means  intrude  in  the  technical 
sense,  not  in  the  sense  that  the  infant  was  already  in  possession — 
''  and  the  infant  shall  have  an  account  against  him  in  this  Court  as 
against  a  guardian."  There  the  Court  retained  the  bill,  and 
directed  a  trial  in  ejectment^  so  that  it  did  not  act  on  any  notion 
of  the  word  "  intrude."  Now  the  very  retention  of  the  bill  shews 
that  the  Court  was  in  favour  of  the  infiEmt's  right,  that  in  quoting 
those  words  of  LitUetonf  the  then  Lord  Keeper  understood  them 
in  the  sense  I  have  mentioned^  because  he  did  not  dismiss  the  bill, 
bnt  he  retained  the  bill^  directing  an  action  to  be  tried  to  deter- 
mine the  legal  right,  which  I  should  have  been  compelled  to  do 
here  had  it  not  been  for  the  passing  of  Sir  John  Bolfs  Act.  The 
case,  therefore,  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  right  of  the  infant, 
and  shews  that  the  word  **  intrude  "  must  not  be  used  in  the  modem 
bnt  in  the  technical  sense. 

The  next  case  is  the  case  of  YdUop  v.  Solworthy  (2),  which  I  need 
not  cite.  The  next  is  of  more  importance,  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (3) ; 
that  is  a  case  before  Lord  Hardwickef  when  Lord  Chancellor,  and 
he  states  the  law  in  this  way :  *'  Where  any  person,  whether  a  father 
or  a  stranger,  enters  upon  the  estate  of  an  infant " — not  turns  the 
infant  out,  but  takes  the  estete — ''  and  continues  the  possession  '* 

(1)  1  Vera.  296.  (2)  Eq.  C.  Abr.  p.  7,  pi.  10. 

(8)  1  Atk.  489. 
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M.  B.       — ^that  is  what  has  happened  in  this  case,  because  the  present  Earl 
1874        has  since  the  death,  there  being  an  intervening  Earl,  entered  into 
HowABD     possession,  with  the  consent  of  the  trustees,  of  the  rents  and  profits 
^J'         during  the  infancy  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  first  tenant  for  life— ''this 
SHBxwsBrBT.  Ck)urt  will  consider  such  person  entering  as  a  guardian  to  the  in- 
fant, and  will  decree  an  account  against  him,  and  will  carrj  on 
such  account  after  the  infancy  is  determined."    So  that  he  does 
not  state  the  law  to  be  that  the  infant  must  be  turned  out  of  poa- 
session,  or  that  the  law  does  not  apply,  or  that  it  was  a  case  of  an 
infant  who  had  ever  been  in  possession. 

The  next  case  cited  is  Dormer  y.  Foriescue  (1),  before  the  same 
Judge.    There  the  Lord  Chancellor  says  this :  '^  So  in  the  case  of 
a  bill  brought  by  an  infant  to  haye  possession  of  the  estate,"  not 
merely  an  account  of  rents  and  profits,  bat  ''possession  of  the 
estate  and  an  account  of  rents  and  profits,  the  Court  will  decree 
an  account  from  the  time  the  infant's  title  accrued,  for  eyerj 
person  who  enters  on  the  estate  of  an  in&nt  enters  as  a  goardian 
or  bailiff  for  the  infant ;"  thus  putting  the  case  not  at  all  as  Lord 
BomiUy  put  it,  but  in  the  broadest  terms,  irrespectire  of  whether 
the  infant  was  in  possession  or  not.    The  next  case  is  a  case  of 
Blomfidd  Y.  Eyre  (2).    There  the  infant  had  noTer  been  in  pos- 
session, and  he  sought  to  take  away  the  property  from  some  other 
person  who  had  purchased  the  property,  and  Lord  Langdak 
says  (3) :  "Considering  the  infancy  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  notice 
which  the  Defendant  possessed  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  it 
appears  to  me,  that  if  the  Plaintiff  establishes  his  title,  he  will  be 
entitled  to  consider  and  to  treat  the  Defendant  as  having  possesBed 
the  estate  in  the  character  of  bailiff,  and  as  being  liable  to 
account  accordingly."    The  last  case  cited  was  a  case  of  Hicks  y. 
SattUt  (4),  which  I  do  not  think  has  any  direct  bearing  upon  this 
proposition. 

I  have  gone  through  the  cases  cited  before  Lord  Bomilly  to  shew 
that  they  do  not  bear  out  the  proposition  which  he  thought  they 
did.  There  are  other  authorities  very  distinct^  such  as  FPyQu  r. 
Ellice  (5),  and  the  case  of  Boddy  v.  Lefevre  (6),  and  the  numeroos 

(1)  3  Atk.  124^  130.  (4)  3  D.  M.  A  G.  782. 

(2)  8  Beav.  250.  (6)  6  Hare,  605. 

(3)  Ibid.  258.  (6)  1  Ibid.  602,  n. 
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cases  in  the  notes  to  that  case,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  into       M.  R. 
thenu    The  result  therefore  is,  adopting  the  language  of  Lord        is74 
Eariwieke,  that  an  infant  is  entitled  to  treat  a  stranger  who  takes     howIbd 
possession  of  his  estate  as  his  **  bailiff"  or  agent,  to  get,  if  he  likes,     ^  ^' 
from  him  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  a  decree  for  Bhbewsburt. 
possession.    But  it  is  said  that  such  an  account  is  usually  decreed 
with  wilful  de&ult ;  that  nothing  is  mentioned  here  about  wilful 
default^  and  that  the  mere  fact  of  its  not  being  mentioned  preyents 
the  Court  from  decreeing  an  account.    Now  I  do  not  agree  to  that. 
Supposing  that  the  Plaintiff  alleges  the  Defendant  to  be  mortgagee 
in  possession,  then  prays  an  account  of  rents  and  profits  and 
general  relief,  can  it  be  said  that  he  cannot  take  the  account  for 
wilful  default  ?    He  has  put  in  the  necessaiy  allegations  on  which 
his  title  to  the  account  depends ;  and  therefore,  if  it  were  pressed 
before  me,  I  should  have  given  an  account  in  that  shape.    But  it 
was  not  asked,  and  there  is  no  occasion  for  me  to  consider  it ;  of 
course  it  is  always  desirable  not  to  make  men  account  for  more 
than  they  have  actually  received. 

That  being  so,  I  think  the  Plaintiffs'  title  is  established ;  that  is, 
the  title  of  tlie  Plaintiffs  according  to  their  order.  The  first 
tenant  for  life  takes  first,  and  the  others  in  order.  It  is  imma- 
terial that  they  have  been  made  co-Plaintiffs.  And  I  think  that 
there  must  be  a  declaration  accordingly,  and  an  order  to  take  an 
account  against  the  present  Earl  of  the  rents  and  profits  from  the 
time  he  entered  into  possession ;  and  that  possession  of  the  estate 
should  be  given  up  to  the  infant's  guardian. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Ourrie  &  WiUiams. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Parkin  dk  Pagden. 
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M.  B.  SAXJLL  V.  BROWNE. 

Jf^  [1872    S.    237.] 

Practice — Affidavit  of  Documents — Further  Affidavit — Reaxoinahle  Smpiam^ 

The  Court  will  order  a  farther  affidavit  as  to  docamenta  to  be  made  by  a 
Defendant,  if  it  is  satisfied  from  the  admissions  in  the  Defendant's  aoswer 
that  material  documents  not  mentioned  in  his  affidavit  may  he  in  his 
possession^  even  although  the  answer  does  not  in  express  terms  admit  the 
existence  of  such  documents. 

Where  a  Defendant  by  his  answer  set  out  a  long  list  of  customers  of  a 
business  carried  on  by  him,  but  did  not  mention  in  his  affidavit  as  to  doca- 
ments  any  books  relating  to  such  business : — 

Hdd^  that  the  Defendant  must  make  a  farther  affidavit. 

Nod  V.  Noel  (1)  and  Wright  v.  PUt  (2)  oonsideied. 

Thomas  SAVLL,  by  his  will,  dated  the  25th  of  August,  1855, 
bequeathed  certain  leasehold  property  in  JJdersffoie,  where  he 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  wine  and  spirit  merchant,  and  all  the 
trade  fixtures,  stock-in-trade,  and  book  debts  connected  with  the 
business,  to  his  wife,  Sarah  SauH  (the  Plaintiff),  his  nephew 
William  SatiU,  and  John  ProtU  (who  disclaimed),  upon  trust  daring 
the  life  of  Sarah  SavU  to  permit  her  and  his  son  William  Devon' 
shire  Satdl  to  continue  and  carry  on  the  said  business  as  they 
should  think  fit ;  and  he  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  during  her  life,  and  after 
her  death  for  the  benefit  of  his  children ;  and  he  appointed  the 
Plaintiff,  William  SauU,  and  John  Prout  executors  of  his  will 

The  testator  died  in  October,  1855.  From  that  date  down  to 
January,  1858,  the  testator's  business  was  carried  on  onder  the 
powers  contained  in  the  will. 

In  1858  arrangements  were  made  which  resulted  in  a  partne^ 
ship  being  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendants 
WiUiam  Jarman  Browne  and  OhatieB  Qodfrey^  and  WHKam  SauU, 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  said  business.  This  partnership 
continued  down  to  the  Slst  of  December,  1871,  and  the  affiun 
thereof  were  being  wound  up  under  a  decree  of  the  Gout  of 

(1)  1  D.  J.  ft  S.  468.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  809. 
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Chancery  I  dated  the  2nd  of  December,  1872^  by  which  it  was  in  m.  b. 

effect  declared  that  the  capital  employed  in  the  said  paitnership  i874 

(except  any  which  had  been  brought  in  by  Oodfrey  and  Browne),  ^i^^ 

and  the  goodwill  thereof,  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the  testator.  ^   *• 

Brow  MB, 

The  bill  in  the  present  suit  was  filed  by  Sarah  SauU  against        — 
BraumBf   Chdfreif,   WiUiam    Sa/uttf  the  persons  beneficially  in- 
terested under  the  will  of  ThomoB  SavU,  and  Joseph  Gardiner 
Finiley,  alleging  that  Browne  and  Oodfrey,  in  or  about  May,  1872, 
set  up  a  wine  and  spirit  business  in  Worship  Street,  and  had  sub- 
sequently entered  into  partnership  with  Findley  as  a  dormant 
partner;  and  that  this  TFors&tjp  Street  business  was  commenced 
and  was  carried  on  by  means  of  moneys  and  assets  which  Browne 
and  Oodfrey  had  improperly  withdrawn  from  the  Alderegaie  busi- 
ness ;  and  that  Browne  and  Godfrey,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
Plaiiitifl^  improperly  contrived  to  transfer  a  large  portion  of  the 
goodwill  attached  to  the  Aldengaie  business  from  that  business  to 
the  Worship  Street  business;  and  it  sought  to  recorer  from  Chdfrey, 
Browne,  and  Findley,  for  the  benefit  of  the  testator's  estate,  the 
assets  and  goodwill  so  alleged  to  have  been  improperly  withdrawn 
bom  it.   With  the  Tiew  of  establishing  this  case  the  Defendants 
Browne,  Oodfrey,  and  Findley  were  interrogated,  amongst  other 
things,  as  to  who  the  customers  of  the  Worship  Streri  business  were, 
and  which  of  them  had  been  customers  of  the  AJdersgate  business, 
and  by  their  answers  they  set  out  the  names  of  such  customers  in 
two  very  long  schedules.    They  were  also  called  upon  to  make  an 
affidavit  as  to  documents,  and  made  an  aflBdavit  accordingly,  but 
did  not  include  in  it  any  of  the  books  of  the  Worship  Street  busi- 
ness.   A  summons  was  now  taken  out,  calling  on  them  to  make  a 
full  and  sufficient  affidavit,  stating  in  particular  whether  they  had 
in  their  possession  any  and  what  books  and  documents  relating  to 
the  Worship  Sired  business. 

Mr.  Southyate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Loeoeh  WM,  for  the  summons. 

Sir  JB.  BaggaXlay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bradford,  for  the  Defendants 
Browne  and  Oodfrey : — 

The  answer  does  not  admit  the  possession  of  any  documents ; 
Vol.  XVn.  2  (?  2 
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IL  B.  and  thongh  it  was  said  in  Nodr.  Noel  (1)  that  a  Defendant  miglit 

1874  be  ordered  to  make  an  affidavit  upon  ''reasonable  aoq^iieion," it 

1^2^  hitf  sinoe  been  laid  down  that  sach  suspicion  must  arise  from  sonid 

V.  admission  throwing  discredit  on  the  sufficiency  of  his  affidatit: 

—  Wriffhi  T.  put  (2).    Besides,  the  Court  has  refused  to  order  pro- 
duction of  such  documents  r  Oarv&r  v.  Pinto  LeUe  (3). 


Mr.  AiMsB  Boberk,  for  the  Defendant  Findl^,  said  that  his 
client  was  merely  a  dormant  partner,  and,  under  the  articles  of 
partnership,  had  no  control  over  the  books ;  and  asked  fliat  the 
summons  might  be  refused  against  hinu 

Sib  Qt.  Jessbl^  ILB.:— 

I  regret  that  this  summons  has  been  resisted.    I  am  convinoed 
that  the  Defendants  have  in  their  possession  documents  relating  to 
the  business  in  WorMp  Street  which  ought  to  be  mentioned  in 
the  affidavit    I  infer  this  from  the  statements  in  the  answer,  in 
the  schedules  to  which,  they  have  set  out  a  long  list  of  eustomei^ 
which  could  not  hare  been  made  from  memxxj  merely.    I  am 
satisfied  by  inference  from  these  statements  that  the  DefendintB 
have  in  their  possession  material  documents  relating  to  the  qiie»> 
tions  in  this  cause.    It  is  said  that  the  Defendants  do  not  admit 
the  possession  of  such  documents ;  but  the  decisions  do  not  leqoire 
the  Judge  to  find  an  admission  in  express  terms;  the  Judge  nsy 
form  his    conclusions  by  inference  from  the  statements  in  the 
answers  before  hinu    I  think  it  does  here  sufficiently  appear  from 
their  answers  that  there  are  such  documents,  and  that  the  order 
may  therefore  be  made.    The  order  will  be  that  a  fbrtiier  affidavit 
be  made  by  the  Defendants  Qoifrey  and  Broume^  the  DefSaodaDt 
Findloy  admitting  that  all  the  documents  are  in  their  poonafioik 
The  costs  will  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitim:  Messrs.  MUler  dk  MiOer;  Messns.  JBooIv,  Kmriek, d 
Co.;  Mr.  W.  Crook. 

(l)lD.J.fta4e6.  *  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  809. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  7  Ch.  90. 
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GAINSPORD  V.  DUNN.  M.  b. 

[1878    Q.    184.]  *^ 

WUl^^Non'fpodunve  Power  qf  Appointment — 0\ft  of  LtgaeieBfoCUnotd  hy  Oijt  — i— 

qf  BeMut^^ImpU/ed  Charge  if  L$gaciu, 

The  doctrine  of  OrevtZfe  ▼.  Browne  (1),  Tic,  that  a  gm  of  leg9ciea»  fol- 
lowed hy  a  gift  of  the  raaidne  of  the  real  and  personal  estate^  ohaigea  the 
legacies  on  the  lesidiiaiy  real  estatci  is  applicable  to  a  gift  of  legacies  followed 
by  a  gift  of  the  residoe  of  all  the  property  of  the  testator,  and  over  which  the 
testator  hasa  power  of  ^ipointmenty  though  the  power  be  special  and  non* 
esdnsiYe ;  and  in  such  a  case  the  legMte  are  charged  on  pruperty  snlject  to 
a  power  of  appointment. 

A  testatrix,  having  power  to  appoint  certun  fiinds  by  will  in  faTOor  of 
A^  B.f  C,  I>^  and  S^  in  such  parts,  shares^  and  proportionB  as  she  might 
think  fit,  and  haying  no  other  power,  by  her  will  gave  legacies  of  £6  each  to 
A^  B^  and  C,  and  all  the  residue  of  her  property,  of  whatever  kind  and 
wheresoever  situate,  and  over  which  she  had  any  power  of  appointment,  to 
D.  and  E^  and  died  leaving  some  personal  estate  of  her  own  :^' 

Hddj  that  the  will  was  a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 

IHIS  was  a  Special  Case. 

Under  a  setUement  dated  the  Slst  of  August^  1841,  the  trustees 
of  certain  fimds  were  directed,  in  the  oYents  which  happened,  to 
hold  them  on  tmst  for  T.  Dfimi,  JHfoiy  Duuyi,  Wizahdh  Qcmrfori^ 
8.  R.  Dunn,  and  /•  I.  Siaintan  (the  brother  and  sisters  of  Anne 
Dunn),  or  their  respective  issue,  in  such  parts,  shares,  or  propor« 
tions  as  Anne  Dunn  should  by  will  appoint. 

Anne  Dunn  made  her  wiU,  dated  the  20th  of  November,  1869, 
which  (omitting  formal  parts)  was  as  follows  :•— '^  I  appoint  my 
sisters,  Maury  Dunn  and  Sarah  Bebeoea  Dunn,  executors.  I  give 
and  beqnealh  to  my  brother  Thomae  Dunn,  and  to  my  sister  JSZtso- 
ieA,  the  wife  of  lUh&rt  John  ChUneford^  Esquire,  and  Jane  habel 
StanUon,  the  wife  of  Eanry  TiUbais  Stainian,  Esquire,  the  sum  of 
£5  each.  All  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  property,  of  whatever 
kind  and  wheresoever  situate,  and  over  which  I  have  any  power  of 
appointment  or  disposition,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  unto  and 
to  the  use  of  my  sisters  JUary  Dunn  and  &ra&jBebs0oa  Dtmn,  their 

(1)  7  H.  L.  a  689. 

2  6^2  2 
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H.  B.       heirs,  ezecntorsy  administrators,  and  assigns  respectively,  for  their 

1874       own  absolute  use  and  benefit  as  tenants  in  common." 

Qaiksfobd       It  was  stated  that  AfMS  Dunn  left  some  property  of  her  own ; 

Puinr.      ^^®  exact  amount  was  not  given.     She  was  not  at  her  death 

"**"       entitled  to  exercise  any  power  of  appointment  other  than  that 

stated  above. 

The  first  question  in  the  case  was,  whether  the  will  of  Anne 
Dunn  was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  stato  the  other  questions. 

Hr.  Souihffoief  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Owen,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

The  power  is  non-exclusive.  Anne  Dunn  has  appointed  nothing 
to  her  brother  21  Dunn,  or  her  sisters  Elizabeih  and  Jane  ledbeL 
The  will  is  therefore  not  a  good  exercise  of  the  power. 

[The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  referred  to  OrevtBe  v.  Broume  (1).] 

The  doctrine  of  that  case  has  never  been  applied  to  wills  made 
in  exercise  of  special  powers. 
[They  referred  to  In  re  Teape'a  Truste  (2).] 

Mr.  Kenyan  8.  Parker,  for  Defendants  in  the  same  interest 

JAt.  BooAurgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Inee,  for  other  Defendants,  were 
not  called  on  as  to  this  question. 

Mr.  Morehead,  for  the  trustees. 

Sib  G.  Jessel,  M.fi. : — 

There  never  was  a  better  illustration  of  the  extreme  technicality 
'  of  our  law  than  the  case  I  have  before  me.  One  must  really  state 
what  the  law  is  in  order  to  understand  the  point  raised.  Under 
the  old  law,  when  a  power  was  given  to  appoint  among  a  dass  in 
such  parts  or  shares  as  the  appointor  should  direct^it  was  held,  not 
irrationally,  that  the  meaning  of  the  person  creating  the  power  was, 
that  the  appointor  should  appoint  a  substantial  share  to  each  object 
of  the  power.  The  power  was  called  a  non-exclusive  power,  aod  it 
was  ccmsidered  that  the  author  of  the  settlement  intended  everj- 
body  to  take  a  substantial  share.    That  was  not  according  to  the 

(1)  7  H.  L.  C.  689.  (2)  Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  442. 
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literal  wording  of  the  power^  but  it  made  sense  of  it :  because  if  the       M.  B. 
appointment  of  a  farthing  would  do,  then,  on  the  principle  ^'  de       1874 
minimis  non  cwrai  lex,'*  it  would  make  every  non-exclusive  power   gaiottob^ 
an  exclusive  power.  However  ihattloctrine  was  found  inconvenient.      ^- 

No  one  knew  exactly  how  much  a  substantial  portion  of  the  pro-        

perty  was,  and  it  was  impossible  to  say »  without  resorting  to  litiga- 
tion, what  the  least  sum  was  which  the  appointor  was  authorized 
to  appoint.  That  inconvenience  led  to  an  alteration  of  the  law,  and 
the  Legislature,  under  the  guidance  of  a  very  great  lawyer,  made 
this  very  remarkable  alteration :  it  directed  that  in  future  no  ap- 
pointment might  be  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  its  being  illusory, 
that  is,  on  the  ground  of  the  smallness  of  the  sum  or  share  ap- 
pointed, but  it  did  not  alter  the  construction  of  the  power.  The 
consequence  of  this  remarkable  alteration  of  the  law  has  been  this, 
that  where  the  power  is  non-exclusive,  if  the  appointor  forgets  to 
appoint  a  shilling,  or  even  a  farthing,  to  every  object  of  the  power, 
the  appointment  is  bad,  because  some  one  is  left  out.  One  would 
have  imagined  that  the  reasonable  mode  of  altering  the  law  would 
have  been  to  make  every  power  of  appointment  exclusive,  unless 
the  author  of  the  settlement  had  pointed  out  the  minimum  share 
which  every  object  was  to  get.  However  that  is  not  the  state  of 
the  law,  and  in  this  present  instance  an  appointment  by  a  lady,  who 
had  a  power  of  appointment  between  her  brother  and  her  sisters,  is 
objected  to,  because  it  is  said  she  has  forgotten  to  appoint  a  shilling 
to  the  brother  and  two  of  her  sisters,  she  intending  that  the  remain- 
ing two  sisters  should  take  the  whole  of  the  property.  I  have  now 
to  decide  whether  this  appointment  is  bad  on  that  ground.  That 
question  depends  on  the  construction  of  the  lady's  will,  an4  that, 
again,  depends  on  the  rules  of  construction  which  have  been 
adopted,  certainly  not  with  a  view  to  the  exercise  of  powers  of 
appointment,  but  with  respect  to  a  very  different  subject-matter. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  nourexclusive  power.  The 
power  is : — [His  Hcmour  stated  it : — ]  Therefore  Awne  Dwm  could 
only  appoint  among  those  persons  named  in  the  settlement,  and 
she  could  only  appoint  in  such  shares  and  in  such  manner.  She 
1^  no  power  to  exclude  any  one.  She  was  a  spinster.  It  was  stated 
that  she  had  some  personal  estate,  and  that  it  was  small,  but  my 
judgment  does  not  turn  on  the  amount  of  it,  which  is  not  stated 


V, 
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M.B.      in  the  special  case.    She  has  made  her  will  as  follows: — [His 
1874       HonoHT  lead  it] 
GAmmD       ^^^  ^^  ^^  conceded  in  aignment  that  if  the  lady  had  gtren  a 
shilling  out  of  the  appointed  fnnd  to  the  brother  Thomm  and  to 
the  sister  Miauibelh  and  the  sister  Jane^  then,  under  the  words  I 
have  mentioned,  the  two  other  sisters,  Mary  and  Sarah  BAeoea^ 
would  hare  taken  the  fnnd  oyer  which  she  had  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, absolutely.    But  it  was  said  that  the  appointment  woold  fail 
altogether,  because  she  had  given  nothing  out  of  the  appointed 
fund  to  the  brother  and  to  the  two  sisters.    That,  as  I  said  before^ 
is  a  question  of  construction  of  the  wilL    It  was  opened  as  if  it 
was  incapable  of  argument;   but  I  think  it  not  only  capable 
of  argument,  but^  upon  consideration,  I  haye  not  eyen  called  on 
the  other  side.    The  question  is^  whether  any  part  of  the  aums  of 
£5  each  giyen  to  the  brother  and  the  two  sisters  is  or  is  not  pay- 
able out  of  the  fund  subject  to  the  power  of  appointment.    The 
gift  is,  no  doubt,  of  £5  only,  and  if  there  had  been  nothing  else 
afterwards^  would  haye  been  a  common  legacy  qut  of  her  penMmal 
estate.    Then  she  giyes  the  rest  and  residue  of  her  property,  of 
whatsoeyer  kind,  and  wheresoeyer  situate^  and  over  which  she  hss 
any  power  of  appointment  or  disposition,  to  the  use  of  her  sisteta 
KofSf  JDwifi  and  Sarah  BAeooa  Bwnn^  their  heirs,  ezecuton,  ad- 
ministrators^ and  assigns,  for  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit* 
So  she  has  giyen  the  residue,  first  of  her  property,  and  next  of  i»> 
party  oyer  which  she  has  a  power  of  appointment ;  she  has  givea 
them  together.    Now  this  kind  of  gift  has  been  the  subject  of 
frequent  judicial  decision.    I  may  refer  to  the  case  of  Bmuh  y. 
BQm  (1),  to  the  case  of  QrwUU  y.  Browne  (2),  and  the  later  cases 
of  AtMiMy.  OleaMw  (8)  and  Gfystf  y.  Wiaiam  (4)  be&xe  Yice- 
Chancellor  Wood.    Those  cases  were  cases  of  a  gift  of  residue  d 
real  and  personal  estate ;  but  the  result  of  the  cases  is  this :  that 
where  you  find  a  legacy  followed  by  a  gift  of  the  residue  d  real 
and  personal  estate,  the  word  residue  is  considered  to  mean  that 
out  of  which  8(»nething  giyen  before  has  been  taken,  and  the 
result  is  to  make  the  residue  a  mixed  fund,  and  to  chaige  the 
legacies  proportionally  and  rateaUy  npcm  the  mixed  fund.    Th» 

(1)  4  Mad<L  187.  (3)  Kay,  435. 

(2)  7  H.  L.  C.  689.  (4)  2  J.  &  H.  429. 
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question  has  generally  arisen  wben  the  peisonal  estate  has  iailed,       M.  B. 
when  it  is  said  the  legacy  is  payable  out  of  the  real  estate.    But        1S74 
in  troth  it  is  payable  ont  of  both  firnds,  by  force  of  the  word   oaxmsfobd 
residae^  and  therefore  to  some  extent  depends  on  the  relative      j^'^^ 
Taloe  of  the  fnnds.    That  being  so^  and  applying  that  doctrine,       — - 
the  sums  of  £5  each  are  payable  partly  out  of  the  testatrix's 
own  property,  and  partly  ont  of  the  fund  appointed.    The  rule  is, 
that  there  must  be  at  least  a  farthing  payable  out  of  the  fund  sub- 
ject  to  the  power,  and,  as  I  said  before,  however  small  the  sum  ap- 
pomted  may  be,  the  appointment  cannot  be  objected  to  as  being 
iUusory.    This  is  an  appointment  out  of  the  fond  of  some  portion 
of  the  £5  to  the  brother  and  each  of  the  two  sisters.    The  oonse- 
queiioe  is,  I  hold  the  power  well  executed,  and  each  of  the  ladies 
will  take^  subject  to  the  small  legacy,  the  whole  of  the  appointed 
fond,  and  thus  I  can  give  effect  to  this  lady's  wilL   In  &ct,  it  is  an 
iDstance,  of  which  we  have  so  many,  of  a  technicality  defeating  a 
technicality,  and  the  true  intention  of  the  testator  taking  effect. 

Solicitors:   Messrs.  Dcbinson  db  Oeare;  Messrs.  Tanqueray^WU- 
hwm  dt  Savibwry. 


In  re  ELLIS*  TRUSTS. 

iiarrud  Woman — Beqwti  pf  ComdU  aJbmHuUl}^ — Restraint  on  Anticipation. 

Where  a  fund  producing  inoome  is  given  abeolntely  to  a  numried  woman, 
and  the  gift  ii  followed  by  a  restraint  on  anticipation,  the  married  woman  is 
pcerented  from  alienating  the  fund  during  ooTertore. 

A  testatrix,  by  her  will,  gave  to  a  married  woman  a  sum  of  consols ;  and 
by  a  codicil  directed  that  all  gifts  and  provisions  (whether  absolute  or  limited) 
thereby  or  by  her  will  made  for  any  female  shonld  be  for  her  separate  use, 
and  (whilst  she  should  be  under  coverture)  without  any  power  of  anticipation. 
The  executor  transferred  the  fund  into  Gkmrt  under  the  Trustee  Rdvff  Act^ 
and  the  married  woman  presented  a  petition  for  a  transfiar  of  the  fund  u>  ner- 
self:— 

BMf  that  she  ooold  only  have  the  income  paid  to  her  during  her  cover* 
ton. 

As  to  the  effect  of  a  clause  restraining  anticipation  on  an  absolute  gift  of  a 
fnnd  not  producing  inccHne,  puare. 

EWSABETH  ELLIS,  by  her  wiU,  dated  the  21st  of  May,  1860, 
gate  to  Auguda  Maria  AJhn  (a  nuurried  woman)  the  sum  of  £500 
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BT.  R.      £3  per  Cent.  Consolidated  Annuities;  and  she  ako  thereby  gaye 
1874       to  married  women  yariouB  life  interests^  and  also  gnrna  of  stock 
^^       and  money,  which  were  to  be  paid  and  transferred  to  the  legjalees 
Ellib'  Tbpsct,  i^fi^f  jj^Q  determination  of  life  interests  thereby  bequeathed  to  other 
married  women.    One  such  legacy  was  of  £20  only.    By  a  codicil 
dated  the  18th  of  March,  1871,  the  testatrix  directed  that  all  gifts 
and  provisions  (whether  absolute  or  limited)  thereby  or  by  her  will 
made  for  any  female  should  be  for  her  separate  us^  and  (whilst 
she  should  be  under  coverture)  without  any  power  of  anticipation. 
The  testatrix  died  on  the  15th  of  September,  1873,  and  her  exe- 
cutor transferred  into  Court  a  sum  of  consols  to  answer  the  above- 
mentioned  legacy  to  AuguBla  Maria  AUen. 

Auffuda  Maria  AUen  now  presented  a  petition,  asking  for  a 
transfer  of  the  fund  to  herself. 

Mr.  Norths  for  the  Petition : — 

I  snbmiti  in  the  first  place,  that  the  codicil  does  not  apply  at  all 
to  such  a  gift  as  this.  The  gift  is  of  a  sum  of  stock,  to  take  effect 
immediately  on  the  testator's  death,  and,  from  its  nature,  does  Bot 
admit  of  being  anticipated.  The  codicil  restrains  **  anticipatioD," 
and  can  only  apply  to  gifts  which  are  capable  of  being  anticipated, 
of  which  there  are  plenty  in  the  wilL  The  testatrix  could  nerer 
have  intended  so  small  a  legacy  as  one  of  £20  to  be  invested,  and 
the  income  only  paid  to  the  legatee.  But  if  the  codicil  does  apply, 
still  the  Petitioner  is  entitled  to  payment.  All  that  the  codicii 
restrains  is  alienation  by  way  of  anticipation ;  it  does  not  restrain 
alienation  generally,  and  therefore  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  pay- 
ment  to  the  Petitioner.  In  Be  Sykes'  Trusts  (1),  where  a  married 
woman  was  restrained  from  anticipating  a  fund,  it  was  held  that  a 
charge  created  by  her  before  the  fund  became  payable  was  inef- 
fectual, but  after  the  fund  had  become  payable^  the  Court  ordered 
it  to  be  paid  to  her. 

[The  Master  of  the  Bolls  : — In  that  case  married  women 
were  restrained  from  making  "  any  sale,  mortgage,  charge^  or  in- 
cumbrance of  or  upon  their  respective  parts  or  shares  of  the  said 
trust  fund,  or  of  the  annual  income  thereof."  Surely  that  waa  a 
restraint  from  alienation  generally.] 

(1)  2  J.  &  H.  415. 
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Throughoot  the  aigunxent  and  jadgment  the  restraint  is  treated      M.  B. 
as  being  against  anticipation,  and  the  case  is  therefore  an  authority       1874 
to  shew  that  where  the  restraint  is  against  anticipation  only,  the       j^ 
fund  may  be  paid  out  of  Court.  Ems'  Tbuwb. 

[The  Masteh  of  thb  Bolls  referred  to  Baggdt  r.  Meux  (1).] 

That  was  a  case  of  real  estate,  as  to  which  different  considerations 
may  apply.  In  Be  Sard  (2)  and  Be  OaskdlB  Trusts  (3),  Vice- 
chancellor  Wood  held  that  where  there  was  a  restraint  on  aliena- 
tioUy  as  distiDguished  from  anticipation,  the  corpus  of  a  fund  could 
not  be  paid  out  of  Court. 

[The  Mastsb  of  the  Bolls  : — The  words  which  are  the  subject 
of  the  decision  in  Be  OasketTa  TrusU  are  undistinguishable  from 
those  which  were  used  by  the  testator  in  Be  Sykei  Trusts  (4)  ;  and  if 
there  is  no  mistake  about  the  latter  case  (which  I  am  inclined  to 
think  there  is),  I  must  follow  Be  QaskdTs  Trusts.  It  is  a  later 
decision  of  the  same  Judg^  and  I  observe  that  Be  Sykes^  Trusts 
was  cited.] 

It  is  submitted  that  all  the  cases  can  be  reconciled  if  the  distinc- 
tion between  alienation  and  anticipation  is  attended  to. 

The  Masteb  of  the  Bolls  : — ^I  am  not  at  all  certain  that  that 
distinction  was  brought  before  the  mind  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  in 
Be  Sykei  Trusts. 

His  Honour  referred  to  Spring  y.  Pride  (5)  and  Armiiage  \. 
Coates  (6). 

Ur.  Henderson,  for  the  executor. 

Sir  G.  Jessel,  M.B. : — 

I  cannot  accede  to  the  ingenious  arguments  of  Mr.  North,  but  it 
is  Tery  surprising  to  find  that  there  is  no  distinct  authority  on  the 
question  I  have  to  decide. 

The  testatrix,  by  her  will,  gires  to  Augusta  Maria  AUen  (who  is 
a  married  woman)  a  sum  of  bank  annuities.    The  subject-matter 


(1)  1  Coll  188 ;  1  Ph.  627.  (4)  2  J.  &  H.  416. 

(2)  4  N.  R.  821 ;  10  Jur.  (N.a)  876.       (6)  10  Jur.  (N.S.)  646. 
(8)  11  Jur.  (NJS.)  780.  (6)  36  Bear.  1, 
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M.  B.       of  the-  gift  18,  theiefore,  not  a  sum  of  moneys  and  I  do  not  now 

1874       decide  anything  as  to  snch  a  gift    Wliat  the  tefltairiz  has  done  it 

^^       to  give  a  perpetniftl  annuity  to  a  married  woman  absolntely ;  it  is 

ELLn'TBTOis.  jxcftf  strictly  speaking,  a  gift  of  a  capital  sam|  bat  of  a  perpetual 

annoity,  subject  to  redemption  by  the  State. 

Having  done  that,  the  testatrix,  by  her  codidl^  directs  that  all 
gifts  and  provisions  (whether  absolute  or  limited)  thereby  or  by 
her  will  made  for  any  female  shall  be  for  her  separate  use  and 
(whilst  she  shall  be  under  coverture)  without  any  power  of  antici- 
pation. 

The  first  question  iff,  whether  these  terms  apply  to  ihis  gift  of 
bank  annuities  ?  I  cannot  accede  to  the  argument  that  they  do 
not.  The  language  of  the  codicil  api>ears  to  me  to  be  plain  and 
distinct  The  direction  extends  to  all  gifts^  whether  absolute  or 
limited;  and  it  appears  to  me  to  apply,  and  to  have  been  intended 
by  the  testatrix  to  apply,  to  this  gift 

The  next  question  is,  assuming  that  the  direction  does  apply, 
what  is  its  effect  on  the  gift  ?  It  is  said  that  a  gift  to  a  manied 
woman  of  bank  annuities,  followed  by  a  restraint  on  antidpatioDi 
enables  her.  to  take  the  whole  fund  at  once.  It  seems  to  me  that 
a  restraint  on  anticipation  as  applied  to  an  annuity,  prevents  the 
annuitant  from  getting  all  the  future  payments  of  the  annuity  at 
once;  if  she  took  them  all  at  once^  it  would  be  as  plain  an  antici- 
pation as  one  could  have.  That  is  rather  a  narrow  gioond  to 
take.  Still  I  think  that,  considering  the  nature  of  the  gift  and 
the  language  of  the  will,  there  is  sufficient  to  enable  me  to  decide 
the  question  on  this  ground  alone. 

But  I  also  think  that  after  the  two  decisions  in  JB^^i^fiff  T,  JEnb  (1), 
it  must  be  considered  as  settled  that  where  there  is  an  absolute  gift 
to  a  married  woman  of  a  fund  producing  income,  followed  by  a  re- 
straint on  anticipation,  the  restraint  on  anticipati0n  prerrats  her 
from  alienating  the  fund  during  coverture;  and  I  prefer  to  decide 
the  case  on  that  broader  ground. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  position  of  a  manied  woman  as  to  pro> 
perty  which  she  is  restrained  from  alienating  is  anomaloiis.  It  is 
apparently  assumed  by  Yice-Chancellor  KnigJU  Bfnee  in  BofgeU 

(1)  1  Coll.  138 ;  1  Ph.  627. 
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Y.  Mm»  that  a  married  woman  may  be  restrained  during  coverture  if.  B. 
from  alienating  a  fund  producing  income.  He  says  this  (1) :  ^  It  1874 
being  deari  and  admitted  on  all  hands,  that»  with  respect  to  a  life  ^^ 
interest  given  to  a  married  woman  for  her  separate  use,  she  may  be  ^'^^^  Tbobib.^ 
effectuaUy  restrained  from  doing,  during  her  coyerture,  any  act  of 
alienation  total  or  partial  (without  any  clause  of  forfeiture,  and 
without  any  limitation  oyer  taking  effect  upon  such  an  act), — it 
being  clear,  as  I  apprehend,  that  a  clause  prohibiting  alienation  or 
anticipation  by  a  married  woman  of  her  separate  estate,  (when 
there  is  no  such  prorision  of  forfeiture  or  limitation  oyer),  how*^ 
erer  the  prohibition  may  be  expressed,  whether  in  terms  confining 
it  to  a  period  of  coverture,  or  in  terms  general  and  undefined,  or  in 
terms  distinctly  expressing  a  period  beyond  as  well  as  during 
coverture,  has  bylaw  validity  allowed  to  it,  as  to  a  life  interest,  at 
leasts  but  that  this  validity  is  by  the  same  law  (whatever  the  ex* 
pressions)  not  permitted  to  extend  to  a  period  beyond  coverture, 
(that  ^  the  law  of  its  own  force,  preventing  the  restriction  from 
operation  or  efiidct  as  to  any  act  done  when  coverture  does  not 
exist) — ^I  am  at  a  loss  to  discover  any  suflBcient  reason  why  that 
which  holds  good  as  to  a  life  interest  should  not  equally  hold  good 
as  to  an  absolute  estate.  Why  should  there  be  any  differmoe  ?" 
It  is  true  that  the  actual  decision  in  that  case  applied  to  real 
estate,  but  the  passage  I  have  read  appears  to  me  a  clear  expres- 
sion  of  opinion  by  Yice-Chancellor  KwiffJU  Bruce  that,  so  fetr  as 
restraint  on  anticipation  is  concerned,  there  is  no  distinction  be* 
tween  capital  and  income. 

Then,  cm  appeal,  the  Lord  Chancellor  says  (2):  ''After  the  case 
of  TuUeU  V.  Armdrcnff  (8),  there  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  doc- 
trine of  this  Court  respecting  the  property  given  to  the  separate 
use  of  a  married  woman :  and  it  is  clear  that  that  doctrine  applies 
as  much  to  an  estate  in  fee  as  to  a  life  estate.  The  object  of  the 
doctrine  was  to  give  a  married  woman  the  enjoyment  of  property 
independent  of  her  husband ;  but  to  secure  that  object,  it  was  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  restrain  her  during  coverture  from  alienation. 
The  reasonbg  evidently  applies  to  a  fee  as  much  as  to  a  life  estate 

(1)  1  Coll.  149, 160.  (2)  1  Ph.  628. 

(3)  4  My.  &  Cr.  377. 
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H.  B.      to  real  property  as  much  as  to  personaL"    That  shews  that  the 
1874       Lord  Chancellor  thought  there  was  no  distinction  between  real  and 
^^       personal  estate,  between  corpus  and  income. 
Ellis*  Tbustb.     Though  I  find  no  direct  decision  on  the  points  I  think  there 
is   sufficient  authority  to   enable  me  to  say  that  there  is  no 
distinction  between  personal  estate  producing  income  and  real 
estate  producing  rent.    I  repeat  that  I  decide  nothing  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  clause  restraining  anticipation  where  no  income  is  pro- 
duced. Here  I  think  the  Petitioner  can  only  have  the  inocxne  paid 
to  her  during  coverture. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Norris,  AUeM,  dt  Carter  ;  Messrs.  Tanjueraf- 
WtOmme  &  Eanbury. 
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THOMSON  V.  FLINN.  v^.  M. 

Cinmiy  Covrt  Appeal—Jurisdietum  of  County  Court — Limit  of  Value — Com"  jj^ 

mencement  tf  Froeeeding» — Traiufer  to  the  Court  of  Chancery — County  Jan,  26. 

CourU  Actf  1866  (28  <fe  29  Viet.  e.  99)  f.  9 ;  County  €knirt$  Act  Amendment  

Act,  1867  (30  d:  31  Vict.  €.  142), «.  14. 

The  14th  section  of  the  County  Courte  Act^  1867,  does  not  repeal  the 
9ih  section  of  the  County  Courts  Aet^  1866.  The  two  sections  mnst  he 
construed  together,  and  where  it  appears  from  the  plaint  itself  that  the  Goonty 
Goort  has  no  jurisdiction  the  suit  ought  to  he  dismissed  under  the  14th  section 
of  the  Act  of  1867 ;  but  where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  only  from 
evidence  produced  after  the  institution  of  the  suit,  the  proper  course  is  to 
order  the  proceedings  to  he  transferred  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  the 
9th  section  of  the  Act  of  1866. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  County 
Court  at  LambeA, 

The  plaint  was  instituted  for  the  partition  of  a  house.  No.  22, 
Catnberwdl  Park,  and  contained  an  allegation  that  the  value  of 
the  property  in  question  in  the  suit  was  less  than  £500. 

No  answer  was  filed  by  the  Defendant  under  Order  il,  Bule  3, 
of  the  County  Court  Orders  in  Equity ;  but  when  the  cause  came 
on  for  hearing,  on  the  14th  of  October,  1873,  he  took  a  preliminary 
objection  that  the  value  of  the  property  was  more  than  £500.  He 
brought  forward  evidence  in  support  of  his  objection  which  the 
Judge  considered  su£Scient  proof  of  excess  of  value,  and  as  the 
Plaintiff  did  not  ask  for  time,  to  procure  evidence  in  oppodtioD,  or 
apply  to  have  the  suit  transferred  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  under 
sect.  9  of  the  County  (hurls  Act,  1865  (1),  the  Judge  found  as  a 


'   (1)  Sect  9  of  the  County  CourU  Act, 
1865,]SMfoUowB:-* 

"  If  daring  the  progxesB  of  any  suit 
or  matter  it  ahall  he  made  to  appear  to 
the  Court  that  the  sahject-matter  ex- 
ceeds the  limit  in  point  of  amount  to 
vhich  the  jurisdiction  of  the  County 
Courts  is  heiehy  limited,  it  shaU  not 
Affect  the  validity  of  any  order  or  decree 
already  mad^  hut  it  shall  he  the  duty 
of  the  Court  to  direct  the  said  suit  or 


matter  to  he  transferred  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  thereupon  the  said  suit 
or  matter  shall  proceed  in  such  one  of 
the  Vice-Chancellors'  Courts  as   the 

• 

Lord  ChanceUor  may  hy  General  Order 
direct;  and  such  Vice-chancellor  shall 
have  power  to  regulate  the  whole  of  the 
procedure  in  the  said  suit  or  matter 
when  so  transferred :  Provided  always, 
that  it  shaU  he  lawful  for  any  party 
to  apply  to  such  Vice-Chancellor  at 
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fact  that  the  property  to  which  the  suit  related  was  of  greater 
value  than  £500,and  ordered  the  cause  to  be  stmek  out  tot  want 
of  jurisdiction,  and  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  costs. 
The  Plaintiff  thereupon  appealed. 

Mr.  Ootton,  Q.C9  and  Mr.  T.  L.  WUki'Mon^  for  the  Appellant:— 

This  is  the  same  question  as  arose  in  Birk$  ¥•  BOvmrwoai  (1).  It 
is  suggested  that  sect  14of  the  Oawnty (hwrU  Adt^  1867  (30  &  31 
Yict.  c  142)  (2),  was  not  referred  to  in  that  case»  and  that  if  it 
had  been  mentioned^  the  decision  would  have  been  the  other  wij. 
But  in  fact  that  section  did  not  repeal  the  9th  section  of  the  Ccmij 
OaurU  Ad,  1865  (28  k  29  Yict  c.  99), under  which^rfay.  BXheh 
wkA  was  decided.  The  two  sections  may  be  reconciled  by  tieatiiig 
the  latter  as  applying  only  to  common  law  suits  in  the  County  Gouit 
Where  the  second  Act  repeals  any  part  of  the  previoos  Acts,  it 
repeals  it  expressly. 

Mr.  Olaae,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  OoxenB-Hardy,  for  the  Respondent:— 

Sect  14  of  the  County  CaurU  Ad,  1867,  is  entirely  IncouBisteDt 
with  sect  9  of  the  County  Courts  Act,  1865.  The  two  cannot  stand 
together,  and  the  latter  must  be  considered  to  have  repealed  the 
former ;  and  it  is  dear  that  if  it  had  been  cited  in  Birk$  t.  SQoer' 
wood,  the  decision  would  have  been  the  other  way.  It  cannot  hsTe 
been  intended  that  parties  should  be  entitled  to  commence  suits  in 
a  County  Court  merely  by  inserting  an  untrue  allegation  that  the 
property  in  question  is  within  the  County  Court  limit  of  yalae. 


Chambers  for  an  order  authorizing  and 
directing  the  suit  or  matter  to  be  carried 
on  and  pioeecated  in  theOonnty  Oonrt, 
notwithstanding  sach  excess  in  the 
amount  of  the  limit  to  which  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  matter  is  hereby  given  to 
the  Ckrantj  Gourts;  and  the  Vioe- 
Ghancellor,  if  he  shall  deem  it  right  to 
summon  the  other  parties  or  any  of 
them  to  appear  before  him  for  that 
purpose,  after  hearing  such  parties,  or 
on  default  of  the  appearance  of  all  or 
any  of  them,  shall  have  Ml  power  to 
make  such  order." 
(1)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  lOL 


(2)  Sect  14  of  the  County  Owrfr 
Aet^  1867,  is  as  foUows:— 

**WheneTer  an  action  or  smt  if 
brought  in  a  County  Oourt  which  the 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  tiy,  the 
Judge  shall  order  the  cause  to  beslni 
out,  and  shall,  unless  the  partiss  con- 
sent to  the  Court  haTing  jurisdicte  to 
try  the  same,  have  power  to  awiid  ooiti 
in  the  same  manner,  to  the  same  extend 
and  lecoTeraUe  in  the  same  maiiner,ai 
if  the  Court  bad  jurisdicticn  in  ^ 
matter  of  such  plaint,  and  the  Plaintiff 
had  not  appeared,  or  had  appeared  $ad 
fiuled  to  prore  his  demand." 
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Sib  B.  Ma<j]18,  Y.C. :—  Y.-C  M. 

This  is  an  appeal  horn  the  Oonnty  Conrt  of  Lambeth.    The  suit       ^^^ 


was  one  tot  the  partition  of  a  small  propertyv  which  in  the  plaint  Thokiov 
was  stated  to  be  (tf  not  greater  value  than  £500,  and  I  have  heard  funn. 
nothing  to  diew  that  this  statement  was  not  hmA  fide.  At  the 
hearing  an  objection  was  raised  that  the  property  was  worth  more 
than  £B00f  and  evidence  was  tendered  in  support  of  that  view. 
The  Comity  Conrt  Judge  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  jooperty 
was  worth  more  than  £500.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
proper  course  for  the  Plaintiff  to  have  then  taken  was  to  apply  to 
have  the  cause  transferred  to  this  Oourt    But  that  was  not  done. 

It  is  said  that  this  case  is  like  Birks  v.  SUverwood  (1),  where  a 
plaint  was  filed  in  a  County  Court,  and  it  appeared  on  the  hearing 
that  the  value  of  the  property  involved  was  more  than  £500,  and 
it  was  held  by  the  Judge  of  the  County  Court  that  he  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  or  proceed  to  hear  or  determine  the  plaint, 
and  the  matter  came  before  me  on  an  appeal  to  discharge  the 
order.  In  my  judgment  I  said  (2) :  '^I  admit  that  if,  on  the  &oe 
of  the  proceedings,  the  value  of  the  property  had  appeared  to  be 
in  excess  of  the  sum  which  gives  the  County  Court  jurisdiction, 
then  the  Judge  ought  to  have  dismissed  the  plaint"  Therefore^ 
apart  frcHu  any  question  as  to  the  14th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867, 
it  appears  that  I  decided  that  case  on  the  ground  that  the  excessive 
value  appeared  only  during  the  progress  of  the  suit 

It  is  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  that  section  was  not  cited  in 
the  argument  in  BMce  y.  SQverwood^  I  should  have  come  to  a  diffe* 
rent  conclusion  if  it  had  been  cited ;  and  if,  in  consequence  of  its 
not  having  been  cited,  the  conclusion  I  came  to  was  wrong,  I 
should  not  hesitate  to  say  so.  But  these  Acts  are  to  be  read 
together  as  one  Act^  and  sect  9  of  the  Act  of  1865  provides  that 
where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  during  the  progress  of  the 
litigation  the  proceedings  are  to  be  transferred  to  this  Court,  and 
«^t  14  of  the  Act  of  1867,  that  where  an  action  or  suit  is  brought 
which  the  County  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try,  the  Judge  shall 
order  the  cause  to  be  struck  out  Now,  there  are  some  actions, 
such  as  actions  of  tort^  which  the  County  Court  is  incompetent  to 
^\  and  if  such  an  action  were  conunenced  in  a  Cdunty  Courts  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  14  £q.  lOL  (2)  Law  Bep.  14  Eq.  10& 


Funk. 
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T.-C.  M.  14tli  section  of  the  Act  of  1867  would  at  onoe  apply.  So  if,  on 
1874  the  face  of  a  plaint  in  Equity^  it  appears  that  the  yalod  of  the 
Thoouov  property  is  above  the  County  Court  linut,  that  section  will  at  once 
apply.  But  if  I  were  to  say  that  in  every  case  where  a  person 
has  instituted  a  suit^  and  it  afterwards  appears  that  the  amoont  is 
ever  so  little  above  the  County  Court  limit,  the  plaint  must  be 
dismissed  instead  of  having  it  transferred  into  this  Court,  parties 
would  be  in  the  position  of  being  liable  to  pay  the  coats  in  the 
County  Court  when  the  want  of  jarisdiction  was  only  discovered  in 
a  late  stage  of  the  proceedings ;  and  if  they  instituted  their  suit  in 
this  Court  in  the  first  instance,  they  would  be  liable,  in  case  the 
County  Court  limit  was  not  reached,  to  pay  the  extra  costs  of  the 
parties  here. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  I  must  construe  the  two  dausee  together, 
and  take  the  meaning  to  be  that  the  order  made  in  BirJeg  v.  Stber- 
ivood  (1)  applies  where  the  fact  of  want  of  jurisdiotiaD  does  not 
appear  upon  the  plaint^  and  that  the  proper  interpretation  of  the 
14th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867  is,  that  it  applies  only  to  cases  where 
the  defect  appears  in  the  commencement  of  the  proeeediogs.  If  I 
were  satisfied  that  the  Plaintiff  kneiw,  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  that  the  value  of  the  property  was  above  the  County  Oooit 
limit  of  value,  I  should  consider  that  the  mere  allegation  thai  it 
was  within  the  amount  which  gave  the  County  Court  jurisdiction 
would  not  prevent  the  dismissal  of  the  plaint*  But  here  the  excess 
of  value  appeared  only  on  evidence  produced  at  the  hearing,  which 
might  have  turned  out  to  shew  that  the  County  Court  had  jurisdic- 
tion. I  consider  that  by  adopting  this  view  I  am  not  repealiig 
the  Act  of  1867,  but  giving  it  a  rational  coDstmction. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  County  Court  Judge  ought  to 
have  transferred  the  suit  to  this  Court ;  and  I  am  satisfied  that  he 
would  have  done  so  if  Birks  y.  BUverwood  had  been  cited  before  him 

The  appeal  must,  therefore,  be  allowed,  but  without  costs.  The 
Appellant  cannot  be  made  to  pay  any  costs,  but  I  cannot  give  bim 
any,  because  it  ought  to  have  been  suggested  to  the  County  Goart 
Judge  that  the  proper  course  was  to  transfer  the  suit  to  this 
Court. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Bepbum  &  Son  ;  Mr.  OUIetpie. 

(1)  Law  Fep.  14  Eq.  101. 
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WILSON  V.  O'LEAEY.  V.^.  B. 

[1870    W.    143.]  ^^^ 

Administration-^Leffizcy  Ihtty — CosU — Besidue, 

Testator  gave  certain  l^acies  free  of  legapy  duty,  nmpliciter,  and  other 
legacies  free  of  legacy  duty,  with  a  direction  that  the  duty  should  he  pud 
out  of  his  residuary  estate.  The  corpus  of  the  legacies  and  the  duty  having 
heen  paid,  it  was  ascertained  that  the  estate  was  deficient,  so  that  there  was 
no  residue  ayailable  for  payment  of  the  duty  directed  to  be  thereby  borne : — 

Bdd,  that  the  gift  of  duty  out  of  the  residuary  estate  failed  pro  tanio^  and 
that  the  legatees  whose  legacy  duty  was  to  be  borne  by  the  residuary  estate 
must  themselves  bear  the  legacy  duty  to  the  extent  to  which  the  general 
peiBonal  estate  was  InsnfBoient  to  pay  the  same. 

General  sib  DE  LAOT  EVANS,  the  testator, by  his  wiU, 
dated  the  6th  of  September,  1860,  and  certain  codicils  thereto, 
gave  a  large  number  of  legacies,  some  of  which  were  given  free 
of  legacy  duty.  Besides  these  legacies,  testator  gave  to  Defen- 
dant^ P.  4.  Hughe$,  such  an  amount  as  would,  with  the  value  of 
the  other  bequests  thereinbefore  made  to  him,  make  up  **  the  sum 
of  £20,000  sterling;  free  of  legacy  duty,"  which  the  testator 
directed  should  be  borne  and  paid  out  of  his  residuary  estate. 
He  also  gave  £1000  to  Mrs.  Passy  and  £500  to  each  of  her  four 
sons,  and  £500  to  0.  JB.  TTtSfama,  which  said  six  legacies  the 
testator  desired  should  be  paid  fi^e  of  legacy  duty,  which  he 
directed  should  be  borne  out  of  his  residuary  estate. 

Upon  the  hearing  in  June,  1873,  upon  subsequent  frirther  con- 
sideration, it  being  uncertain  whether  the  estate  would  or  would  not 
be  deficient  for  payment  of  all  the  legacies  in  full,  with  interest, 
the  Yice-Chancellor  directed  payment  of  the  oorpua  of  the  legacies, 
taxation  and  payment  of  costs,  and  adjourned  the  further  hearing. 

These  payments  haying  been  made,  it  was  ascertained  that 
the  estate  was  deficient  to  the  extent  of  a  part  of  the  interest 
on  the  legacies,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  for  the  adjourned 
hearingL  The  question  was,  whether  the  Defendant  Hughes  and 
the  other  legatees  whose  legacies  were  given  with  a  direction  that 
the  duty  was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate, 
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V.*a  B.  vere  to  bear  the  duty  upon  their  own  legacies  to  the  extent  to 

1874  which  the  estate  was  deficient  for  payment  of  dnty,  or  whether 

Wiuov  the  legacies  not  exempted  from  dnty  were  to  abate,  so  as  thereby 

O'L^BT.  ^  provide  the  means  of  paying  the  legacy  duty  on  the  legacies  to 

—  Hughes  and  the  other  persons  whose  legacies  were  similarly  given. 

Mr.  W.  Benshcm,  for  the  Plaintifi. 

Mr.  EddtB,  Q.C.,  for  Hughes  and  the  other  legatees  of  the  same 
fifty, 

Mr.  Phear  (Mr.  JTay,  Q.C.|  with  him),  for  the  residmuy  and 
some  of  the  ordinary  legatees. 

Mr.  B.  B.  BofferSt  ^oi  an  annuitant 

Sib  James  Bacon,  Y.C,  held,  that  there  being  in  fact  no  residue, 
the  gift  of  the  legacies  free  of  legacy  dnty  to  be  paid  ont  of  the 
residuary  estate  failed  pro  tanto^  and  that  the  Defendant  Hugietf 
and  the  other  persons  whose  legacies  were  similarly  given,  iniist 
bear  the  legacy  dnty  thereon  to  the  extent  to  which  the  estate 
was  insufficient  to  provide  for  it 


By  the  Minutes  it  was  declared  that  the  legacy  to  the  Defendant,  P.  A.  Evghes, 
of  £20,000,  and  the  legacies  of  £1000  to  Mrs.  Posiy,  and  £500  to  each  of  her  foe: 
sons,  and  of  £600  to  C,  B.  WiUiams^  all  which  legades  were  mentiooed  in  tbe 
first  schedule  to  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  and  were  given  firee  of  Isfftsy  dotj 
which  the  testator  directed  to  be  borne  and  paid  out  of  his  residuary  estate^  ou^t 
themselTes  to  bear  the  legacy  duty  payable  in  respect  thereof  respectively  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  testator^s  general  personal  estate  was  insaffident  to  pay  tbe 
same.  And  it  appearing  that  the  l^;aoy  duty  payable  in  lespeot  of  the  c^itil  of 
Bobh  legacies  had  been  paid, 

Declare  that  the  same  ought  to  be  deducted  out  of  the  interest  on  the  same 
legades  now  remaining  unpaid ;  and  that  if  such  interest  respectively  shall  be  in- 
suffident  to  make  good  the  respective  amounts  of  sudi  legacy  dntf,  the  aid  | 
several  legatees  ought  to  refund  the  amount  of  sudi  deficiency  re^MdiTaly  oat  of 
the  capital  of  their  legades  already  paid  to  them.  Any  of  the  parties  respectiTely 
concerned  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  at  Chambers  with  respect  to  sudi  refunding. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Stephens  dt  LangdaU  ;    Messrs.  WUUam  i 
James  ;  Mr.  Neeiham. 
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Jan.  29. 


PINCHABD  V.  FELLOWS.  y.-cb. 

[1872    P.    82J  ^^*  * 

In  a  suit  by  a  legal  mortgagee  for  a  sale  and  general  adminlBttation  of  the 
deceased  mortgagor's  estate,  the  Ooort  refosed  to  vary  the  minutes  by 
directing^  in  case  of  deficiency  of  assets,  the  costs  of  suit  of  the  executors 
and  devisees  of  themortgagor  to  be  paid  in  priority  to  the  mortgagee's  costs 
of  sale. 

IHTS  was  a  creditors'  suit  by  legal  mortgagees  of  a  testator  for 
a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property  and  general  administration  of  the 
testator's  real  and  personal  estate. 

On  the  10th  of  December,  1873,  a  decree  was  taken  establishing 
the  will,  directing  an  accoimt  of  what  was  doe  to  the  Plaintiffs  for 
principal,  interest,  and  costs  of  soit,  including  the  costs  of  the 
acooont  and  consequent  on  the  sale  thereinafter  directed ;  account  of 
raits  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises  received  by  the  Plain- 
tiffi,  or  which,  without  wilful  default^  might  have  been  received, 
deducting  what  would  appear  to  be  due  on  such  account  of  rents  and 
profits  from  what  appeared  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintifis  for  principal, 
interest,  and  costs.  Lands  comprised  in  the  Plaintiffs'  mortgage 
to  be  sold  with  the  approbation  of  the  Judge,  and  the  money  to 
arise  by  such  sale  to  be  paid  into  Court ;  *'  and  that  thereout,  on 
an  application  in  Chambers,  what  should  be  certified  to  be  due  to 
Plaintifis  be  paid  to  them ;  but  in  case  the  money  to  arise  by  the 
said  sale  shall  be  insufficient  to  discharge  the  said  amount  to 
be  so  certified  to  be  due  to  the  Plaintiffs,  then  the  whole  thereof  is, 
on  an  application  to  be  made  in  Chambers,  to  be  paid  to  them."  In 
case  such  moneys  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount  due  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  they  were  declared  entitled  to  come  in  with  the  other 
special  creditors  of  the  testator,  and  to  receive  satisfaction  for  such 
deficiency  out  of  the  testator's  assets  in  a  due  course  of  adminis- 
tration, with  the  usual  accounts  and  inquiries  for  that  purpose; 
further  consideration  and  costs  being  adjourned. 

The  whole  estate  was  supposed  to  be  insufficient  for  payment  of 
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Y^O.  B.    the  mortgage  debt  and  the  costs  of  suit.   The  minutes  haying  been 

1874       drawn  by  theBegistrar  in  the  form  above  stated,  so  as  to  proyide  for 

FncBAVD    payment  of  the  Plaintifb'  debt,  interest,  and  costs  of  sait»  ^on  an 

Ygj^^^    application  in  ChamberSi'*  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  mort- 

gB^goA  property  in  the  first*instance,  the  Defendant^  oob  of  the 

doTisees,  now  moved  to  vary  the  minutes  as  drawn  up  by  pro- 
viding for  taxation  of  the  costs  of  the  Defendants  (the  ezecutotsaDd 
devisees),  and  by  substituting  the  following  words :  ^  That  in  case 
the  money  so  paid  into  Court  shall  be  suflScient  to  satisfy  the 
said  taxed  costs  of  the  Defendants,  together  with  the  amount  which 
shall  be  certified  to  be  due  to  the  Flainti£b,  such  amount  be  there- 
out^ on  application  in  Chambers,  paid  to  them,  and  the  costs  so 
taxed  to  the  respective  parties  or  their  solicitors ;  but  in  case  the 
money  to  arise  by  the  said  sale  shall  be  insufScient  to  satisfy  the 
said  costs,  together  with  the  said  amount,  then  that  the  said  coets 
be  in  the  first  instance  paid  thereout  to  the  respective  paities  or 
their  solicitors,  and  the  residue,  on  an  application  to  be  made  in 
Chambers,  be  paid  to  the  Flaintiffs." 

Mr.  Staffurlh,  in  support  of  the  motion,  cited  Armdrong  r. 
Siorer  (1)  and  In  re  SpensiUffs  Estate  (2)  as  authorities  that  where 
a  legal  mortgagee  files  a  bill  for  a  sale  (and  not  foredosore)  and 
general  administration  of  the  deceased  mortgagor's  estate,  he  seeks 
a  remedy  which  does  not  properly  belong  to  his  contract,  and  the 
costs  will  follow  the  usual  rule  in  administration  suits ;  and  if  the 
assets  are  deficient,  the  costs  of  the  suit  (including  the  costs  of  the 
mortgagor's  personal  representatives)  will  be  paid  in  priority  to  the 
Plaintiffs'  costs  of  sale. 


The  Vioe-Chancellob  said  that  no  such  rule  existed.  The 
true  rule  was  laid  down  in  Mason  v.  Boffg  (3).  A  mortgagee  was 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  his  security,  if  necessary  to  satisfy  his  debt, 
interest,  and  costs. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Bdberts,  for  the  Flaintiffii:— 

■ 

In  Cooh  V.  Hart  (4)  your  Honour  stated  that  **  The  costs  of  a 

(1)  14  Beay.  536,  538.  (3)  2  My.  ft  Cr.  443. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  15  Eq.  16.  (4)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  459,403. 
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mortgagee  axe  the  costs  of  realizing  his  security.    He  takes  the  y.^  b. 
costs  of  Tealizing  his  security,  because  he  holds  the  property       1374 

as  a  security  for  his  debt.     Upon  what  principle  the  heir-at-  ^j^!^^ 

law  or  devisee  can  interfere  with  that  right  I  am  at  a  loss  to  ,^v- 

Fello^vb. 

understand.  The  property  is  the  property  of  the  pledgee ;  and  the        

Court  can  take  nothing  fix>m  the  estate  until  the  mort^;agee's  claim 
is  satisfied." 

Mr.  Staffwrlh,  in  reply : — 

Cook  y.  Eart  (1)  was  a  foreclosure  soit^  and  does  not  apply  to 
this  case,  in  which  the  bill  is  for  a  sale  and  general  administration. 

The  Yige-Changellob  declined  to  vary  the  nounutes,   and 
refused  the  motion  with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Smith,  Fawdon,  dt  Low ;  Mr.  J?.  G.  Fidd^ 
agent  for  Messrs.  UnderhiU,  Wolverhampton. 


In  re  HEREPOED  AND  SOUTH  WALES  WAGGON  AND     y..c.  B. 

ENGINEEBING  COMPANY.  i874 


W%ndinjf^up^rraetu»--Creditor'8  Petitioi^-'Eight  of  FetUioner  to  d%8mi$&-^        ^^n,  24. 

Costs. 

A  creditor  who  has  presented  a  petition  for  winding  np,  being  dominua 
Utia^  is  entitled,  on  reoeiTing  payment  of  his  debt,  to  dismiss  his  petition 
at  the  hearing;  but  creditors  who  have  appeared  in  consequence  of  the 
adyertisement  of  the  petition  are  entitled  to  their  costs. 

IHIS  was  a  creditor's  Petition  for  an  order  to  wind  np  the  Eere- 
ford  and  South  Wales  Waggon  and  Engineering  Company. 

Since  the  presentation  of  the  Petition  the  debt  of  the  petitioning 
creditor  had  been  satisfied.  Notice  of  this  payment^  and  that  it 
was  intended  to  have  the  Petition  dismissed,  had  been  given  to  the 
creditors. 

Mr.  Speedy  on  behalf  of  the  Petitioner,  asked  to  have  the  Petition 
dismissed.    He  cited  In  re  Home  Amvrance  Aesoeiaiian  (2). 

(1)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  459.  (2)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  59. 


424  EQUITT  OAflES.  [L.B 

y.-O.  B.  Mr.  Oroisley,  for  other  creditors,  who  appeared  m  oonseqiieDee 

1874  of  the  presentation  and  advertisement  of  the  PetitioD,  asked  that  a 

j^g  '  winding-up  order  might  still  be  made.    He  contended  that  after 

Herwobd  ^  Petition  had  been  advertised  the  Petitioner  had  no  power  to 

ASD  South  *      » 

Wales      withdraw  it,  but  was  bound  to  let  it  come  to  a  hearing  for  toe 

EN0IHEEBIK6  benefit  of  the  shareholders  and  creditors,  interested  in  supporfciog 

CtoMPAMY.    ^^  opposing  it,  who  had  been  invited  by  the  adyertisemmits  to 

come  in :  In  re  Marlborouffh  Club  Company  (1) ;  In  re  Mid-Wala 

Hrid  Company  (2).    In  any  case,  he  was  entitled  to  his  costs:  h 

re  Home  Aeeuranee  Aeeociaiion  (3). 

Mr.  Bomer,  for  the  company,  submitted  that  the  oppoabg  oe- 
ditors,  who  had  received  notice  that  the  debt  of  the  petitioniiig 
creditor  had  been  paid  and  that  the  Petition  would  be  dismissed, 
were  not  entitled  to  their  costs  of  appearance. 

As  to  the  right  of  the  Petitioner  to  withdraw  his  Petition  on 
payment  of  his  debt,  he  cited  In  re  Timee  Life  Aesuranee  Com- 
pany (4). 

Snt  James  Baook,  Y.C,  held,  in  accordance  with  In  re  Ewe 
Assurance  Assoeiaiion,  that  the  Petitioner  was  daminus  UHi,  and 
therefore  entitled  to  have  his  Petition  dismissed.  The  opposiDg 
creditors,  having  notice  of  the  presentation  of  the  Petition,  were 
entitled  to  appear,  and  would  have  their  costs.  The  Petition  vonld 
be  dismissed  with  costs,  including  the  costs  of  the  opposiDg 
creditors. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  WHd,  Barber,  &  Browne  ;  Mr.  S.  R  Esad; 
Messrs.  C.  C.  Mis  &  Co. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Eq.  216.  (3)  Law  Bep.  12  Eq.  59. 

(2)  17  L.  T.  (N.S.)  697.  (4)  Iba  9  Eq.  882. 
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WOODFORD  V.  BROOKING.  v>o.  B. 

[1872    W.    109.]  1^ 

Fa>.  10. 

Mortgag&^Fiirtdoture  SuU^SaJe'^Ahteni  Mortgagor.  -—^ 

After  a  deoree  to  IbKwdosa]:^,  Imt  before  it  WIS  drawn  n 
OQ  the  applicatioii  of  one  of  the  Defendants,  a  ptfiipne  mortgagee^  with  the 
ooDient  of  the  prior  mortgageea^  in  the  aheenoe  of  the  mortgagor,  against 
whom  the  bill  had  been  taken  jmo  con/eMO. 

Mr  KAT,  Q.0.  (Mr.  Chnmenor  Woods  with  him),  applied  on 
behalf  of  certain  of  the  Defendants,  who  were  third  mortgagees, 
that,  instead  of  the  foreclosnre  directed  by  the  decree  made  in  this 
suit,  an  order  might  be  made  for  sale. 

The  application  was  made  with  the  consent  of  the  Plaintifis, 
who  were  second  mortgagees,  and  the  first  mortgagees  (Defen- 
dants), and  the  only  difficulty  that  arose  was,  that  the  mortgagor, 
against  whom  the  decree  had  been  taken  j)ro  eo^feno^  was  absent 
oat  of  the  jmisdiction,  and  therefore  had  not  consented  to  a  sale 
in  place  of  a  foredosme* 

Ths  YicoB-CHANOSLLGBy  as  the  order  for  a  foreclosure  had  not 
yet  been  drawn  up,  allowed  the  order  to  be  drawn  np  for  sale 
instead  of  foreclosure* 

Solidtors :  Messrs.  Wed  dk  King. 
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V.^.  B,  ASKEW  V.  BOOTH. 

1874  [1872    A.    99.] 

F^^'  WiO-^Ctmsirwtion-^Samngi  of  Separate  Estate-^**  Furehaaed  "^^Mom^  ai 

Bank. 

Under  a  testamentary  appointmait  by  a  married  woman  of  **  all  foods  and 
property  which  have  been  or  shall  be  purchased  oat  of  the  sariDg*  of 
property  to  which  I  have  been  or  jBhall  be  entitled  to  my  separate  nse  *  >- 

EM^  that  savings  oat  of  separate  estate  standing  to  her  aoooant  at  her 
bankers  did  not  pass. 

AdJOUBNED  Btimmons  on  behalf  of  Defendant  /.  J.  BcwUf, 
claiming,  as  general  administrator  of  liis  deceased  wife,  a  som  of 
£1944  17«.  id.  consols,  representing  a  smn  of  £1787  St.  9(2L,  cadi 
paid  by,  or  by  direction  o^  the  deceased  wife  to  her  acooont  at  tke 
Sheffield  and  Baiherham  Bank. 

On  the  marriage  of  the  testatrix,  Mrs.  Bowley^  in  1844,  to  the 
Defendant,  her  second  husband,  settlements  were  executed  nnder 
which  certain  property  given  to  the  testatrix  for  her  separate  use  by 
the  will  of  her  first  husband  was  settled  upon  trusts  as  to  the  income 
for  Mrs.  Bawhy  for  her  separate  use  without  power  of  anticipa- 
tion ;  and  after  her  death,  in  case  her  husband,  J.  J.  Bowleg,  shoiild 
be  living,  and  should  not  be  an  outlaw  or  uncertificated  bankrapt^ 
and  should  not  have  previously  become  an  insolvent  debtor  wiUiia 
any  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  and  should  not  have  done  any  act  or 
thing  whereby  the  interest,  &c.,  should  have  been  in  anywise  as- 
signed, charged,  or  incumbered,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest 
to  J.  J.  Bawley  during  his  life,  until  outlawry,  bankruptcy,  insot 
vency,  or  assignment,  and,  subject  to  certain  trusts  for  children 
which  had  not  taken  effect,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest,  diW- 
dendef,  and  yearly  income  unto  Defendant  /•  /.  Bouiey,  or  his 
assigns,  or  to  permit  him  or  them  to  jeceive  the  same  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life  absolutely,  and  from  and  after 
his  decease,  then  as  to  as  well  the  capital  of  the  said  trust  premises 
as  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  income  thereof,  in  tmst  for 
such  persons  as  the  said  testatrix  should  by  deed  or  will  (notwith- 
standing coverture  by  any  future  husband)  appoint ;  and  in  de&olt 
of  appointment,  in  trust  as  therein  mentioned 
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There  were  no  children  of  the  marriage,  and  in  November,  1852,     V.-o.  B. 
]fr.  and  Mrs.  Bawkjf  separated,  bnt  no  separation  deed  was  ever       1874 
executed.  Asksw 

By  her  will,  dated  the  28th  of  March,  1870,  in  exercise  of  the      ^^ 

power  of  appointment  given  to  her  by  the  settlements  of  Jnne,        

1845,  Mrs.  Baujiey  directed  that  all  moneys,  shares,  stocks,  and 
secRxities,  and  all  other  (if  any)  trust  fonds  and  premises  subject 
to  ner  power  of  appointment^  should,  on  the  determination  of  the 
trusts  prior  to  the  power,  be  transferred  to  Defendants  8.  Booth 
and  William  Atkew^  her  executors,  and  trustees.  After  directing 
payment  of  her  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and 
giving  legacies  to  her  executors,  and  giving  two  sums  of  £3000 
upon  trusts  for  members  of  her  family,  testatrix  appointed  and 
declared  that  her  trustees  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of,  and 
interested  in,  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  the  said  trust  funds 
and  property  upon  trust  to  pay  the  annual  income  thereof  to  the 
sons  living  at  her  death  of  her  brothers  Muihad  and  William 
Askew,  in  equal  shares,  with  trusts  as  to  the  capital  for  the  issue  of 
such  nephews ;  and  she  also  appointed,  gave,  and  bequeathed  ''all 
funds  and  properties  whatsoever  or  wheresoever  which  have  been 
or  shall  be  purchased  out  of  the  savings  of  property  to  which  I 
have  been  or  shall  be  entitled  for  my  separate  use  to  the  same 
persons,  and  upon  the  same  trusts,  and  in  the  same  manner,  and 
as  part  of  the  property  hereinbefore  appointed,  and  to  be  applied 
without  multiplying  the  legacies  and  provisions  hereinbefore  ap- 
pointed and  bequeathed." 

Mrs.  Bowley  died  on  the  21st  of  July,  1872,  and  in  September, 
1872,  general  letters  of  administration  were  granted  to  J.  J.  Bowley. 
On  the  14th  of  October,  1872,  probate  was  granted  limited  to 
such  personal  estate  and  effects  as  the  testatrix  had,  by  virtue  of 
the  settlement  made  on  her  marriage,  a  right  to  appoint  or  dispose 
0^  and  had  in  and  by  her  said  will  appointed  or  disposed  of  ac- 
cordmgly,  but  no  further  or  otherwise. 

Amongst  other  property  left  by  the  testatrix  was  a  balauoe  of 
£1787  8s.  9(2.  at  her  bankers,  the  SheffiOd  and  Boiherham  Bank- 
ing CbmiMmy,  which  balance  arose  from  savings  effected  by  her  out 
of  her  separate  estate. 
A  suit  having  been  instituted  by  one  of  the  legatees  for  ad- 
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V.-G.  B.     ministration  of  the  trusts  of  the  will  and  administration  of  Hn. 

1874       IZou^fe^tf  estate,  a  decree  was  made  on  the  Slst  of  May,  1878,  bj 

AsKBw      which  an  inquiry  was  directed  as  to  what  the  funds  and  property 

j^^^      described  in  Mrs.  BovoUifM  wiU  as  ^  purchased  ont  of  the  savings  of 

—       property  to  which  she  was  entitled  for  her  separate  use  '*  consisted 

at  her  death. 

In  reference  to  this  item  of  £1787  8s.  9i.y  one  of  the  execotors 
in  his  aflSdavit  stated  that  it  consisted  of  cash  which  had  been,  bjr 
or  by  the  direction  of  the  testatrix,  paid  to  her  account  at  the 
Sheffield  and  Rotherham  Bank,  ^^the  whole  of  the  money  so  paid  in, 
except  the  rents  of  the  Blind  Lane  property  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, arose,  I  have  no  doubt,  from  the  property  comprised  in  the 
settlement  made  upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs.  Rowley  with  her  second 
hnsband.  My  belief  as  to  the  said  cash  having  arisen  as  aforesaid 
arises  from  my  being  a  tmstee  of  the  said  settlement,  and  from 
my  having  examined  the  pass-book,  and  from  my  not  being  aware 
that  Mrs.  Rowley  had,  and  my  belief  that  she  had  not,  any  sooice 
from  whence  to  derive  money  other  than  the  said  settled  property 
and  the  Blind  Lane  property.  The  only  money  so  paid  into  the 
said  account  which  did  not  arise  from  thie  said  settled  property  is  a 
few  pounds  produced  by  the  rents  of  some  freehold  property  in 
Blind  Lane** 

In  a  further  aflSdavit  the  various  items  paid  to  the  credit  of  Mrs. 
Rowley*8  account  were  identified  as  having  arisen  from  her  sepaiate 
estate. 

The  £1787  8s.  9d.  and  interest  thereon  having  been  paid  mto 
Court  at  the  instance  of  Defendant  Rowley  and  invested,  the  D^* 
fendant  now  applied,  by  summons  adjourned  from  Chambers,  for 
payment  of  the  stock  representing  the  £1787  8s.  9d^  as  fonnins 
part  of  Mrs.  Rowley*8  general  estate. 

Mr.  Bagehawe,  Q.C.|  and  Mr.  Kekewieh,  in  support  of  the  claim 
by  the  administrator  to  the  fund  as  undisposed  of,  cited  Taykr 
V.  Meads  (1) ;  Johnstone  v.  Lwnib  (2) ;  Buwfhry  v.  Rieharis  (3) ; 
Re  RosenthalTs  Setilement  (4) ;  Spieer  v.  Dawson  (5). 

(1)  4  D.  J.  &  8.  697.  (3)  26  L.  J.  (Oh.)  442. 

(2)  15  Sim.  808.  (4)  6  W.  K.  139. 

(6)  6  W.  B,  431. 


Booth. 
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Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  8.  Owen,  for  the  executors  and  tniBtees,     V.-O.  B. 
contended  that  the  balance  at  the  bank  passed  nnder  the  ap-       1S74 
pointment.    A  large  signification  would  be  given  to  the  word 
'^purchased,"  which,  in  its  primary  meaning,  was  equivalent  to 
**  acquired." 

At  the  death  of  Mrs.  Baidey  the  balance  to  her  credit  at  the 
bank,  resulting  from  the  savings  of  her  separate  estate,  was  a  debt 
from  the  bankers,  which  was  purchased  by  depositing  with  them 
these  savmgs  of  her  separate  estate,  and  fell  within  the  description 
of  funds  and  property  purchased  out  of  the  savings  of  her  separate 
estate. 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cookion,  for  the  Plaintiff,  one  of  the 
legatees  under  Mis.  Bowley's  will : — 

The  word  ^  purchase,^  in  its  primary  sense,  means  *^  to  acquire ;" 
and  **  to  buy  with  money  or  for  a  price "  is  a  merely  secondary 
meaning :  Latham^ 8  English  Dictionary. 

Sib  James  Bagon,  Y.G.,  said  that  he  could  not  accede  to  the 
argument  that  ^'purchased"  had  exactly  the  same  meaning  as 
**  acquired."  He  must  hold  that  Mrs.  BouHey  had  not  by  her  will 
disposed  of  that  sum  of  money  which  was  lying  as  a  balance  at 
her  bankeis.  As  undisposed  personalty  this  item  of  £1787  88.  9d. 
was  subject  to  the  debts  of  the  testatrix,  and  passed  to  her  general 
administrator. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Frere  &  Co. ;  Messrs.  Singleton  &  Tattenhall, 
agents  for  Mr.  W.  E.  TaUershall,  Sheffield;  Messrs.  DoUmon  & 
Oeare. 
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I'eb.  19. 


v-a  R  MILLER  V.  HALES. 

^^*  .[1873    M.    269.] 

Practice — SecurUy/or  Costs, 

An  ofiScer  in  Her  Majesty's  army  named  as  obligor  in  a  bond  of  seonrity 
for  costs  is  not  an  insaffident  surety  from  his  regiment  being  al  the  time 
quartered  in  ScoUand, 

Adjourned  summons. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  18th  of  December,  1873,  the  Flaintiff 
being  therein  described  as  residing  at  Leghorn^  in  the  kingd(HBi  of 
lUdy. 

On  the  6th  of  January,  1874,  the  Defendant  obtained  the  usual 
order  for  the  Flaintiflf  to  give  security  for  costs,  on  the  ground  of 
bis  residence  abroad,  with  the  usual  stay  of  proceedings  until  sudi 
security  was  given. 

On  the  2l8t  of  January  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  sent  to  the 
Defendant's  solicitors  a  draft  bond,  the  proposed  obligor  being 
described  as  ^^EoraHo  Qordon  JSoUsy,  a  captain  in  HJlf.91st  B^ 
(Highlanders)." 

The  Defendant's  solicitors  wrote,  applying  for  Captain  BMsjfB 
present  address  and  a  reference  to  his  bankers. 

Li  answer  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  wrote  that  the  desci^tioQ  in 
the  draft  bond  sufficiently  disclosed  Captain  BMejf$  address,  his 
regiment  being  at  present  quartered  at  SHrling^  and  that  (as  they 
understood)  he  was  at  present  on  his  way  to  pay  a  visit  to  his 
sister  in  JfaZy,  but  would  rejoin  his  regiment  at  the  expiration  of 
his  leave. 

The  Defendant's  solicitors  replied  that  Captain  BMejf$  residence 
at  SiMing  was,  in  their  opinion,  a  fatal  objection  to  his  sufficiency 
as  a  surety,as  the  process  of  the  Court  could  not  reach  him  in  case 
he  £Edled  to  fulfil  the  obligation  of  the  bond,  and  they  called  upcm 
the  Plaintiffs  solicitors  to  name  some  other  person. 

After  some  ftirther  correspondence,  in  which  the  Defendant's 
solicitors  adhered  to  their  objection,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors^  on 
the  4th  of  February,  deposited  with  the  Clerk  of  Beoordi  and 
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Writs  the  bond  of  Captain  BMey,  **  now  stationed  and  residing  at     V.-G.  B. 
SHfUnff,  SooUand"  the  attesting  witness  to  the  bond  being  described       1874 
as  residing  at  Lephom.  yu^ 

A  snmmons  was  thereupon  taken  out  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  ^Hj,^ 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  ordered  to  procure  some  snfBcient  — 
person  on  his  behalf  in  lieu  of  Horatio  Gordon  Botley^  to  giye 
security  according  to  the  course  of  the  Court  in  a  bond  of  £100 
conditioned  for  payment  of  costs  to  the  applicant,  in  case  this 
Court  should  think  fit  to  award  any,  with  stay  of  proceedings ;  and 
in  default  of  such  security  being  given,  dismiasal  of  bill,  without 
further  order,  with  costs. 

The  Chief  Clerk  having  allowed  the  objection  raised  by  the  De- 
fendant, the  summons  was  adjourned  into  Court. 

Mr.  Mamaghten,  for  the  Defendant,  contended  that  Captain 
BMe^s  security  was  insufficient,  as  his  bond  could  not  be  enforced 
while  he  remained  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  Admitting,  on  the 
authority  of  the  cases  cited  in  DanielFs  Chancery  Practice  (1),  that 
an  officer  resident  abroad  as  a  land  or  sea  officer  in  Her  Majesty's 
service  would  not  be  ordered  to  give  security  for  costs,  it  did  not 
follow  that  he  was  a  sufficient  security  in  a  bond  given  by  a  Plaintiff 
residing  abroad,  not  on  public  service. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  TremJett,  for  the  Plaintiff,  were  not 
called  upon. 

Sm  Jabies  Bacon,  Y.C,  held,  that  the  security  offered  was  suffi- 
cient, as  otherwise  no  officer  in  Her  Majesty's  service  would  be 
competent  to  give  security.  The  summons  would  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Sevan  dt  WhiUing  ;  Messrs.  Parker,  Wainey, 
d  Clarke. 

(1)  5th  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  28. 
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V.-O.B.         PHOSPHO-GUANO  COMPANY,  LIMITED  v.  GUILD. 

^^^  [1873    p.    216.] 

Praetiee-^Servioe  otii  of  the  Jurisdidion^  Cmu,  Ord.  x.,  r.  7. 

• 

In  a  suit  to  obtain  relief  against  a  domiciled  Scotchman  living  at  Qhu^ 
in  respect  of  certain  transactions  relating  to  Plaintiff  company,  which  wis 
registered  and  carried  on  business  in  England^  and  to  restrain  hit  detliog 
with  the  shares  of  the  company  in  his  possession,  the  Defisndant  was  served 
at  his  office  in  Gkugaw  under  an  order  obtained  ex  parte  for  service  of  copy 
bill  with  interrogatories  upon  him  **  in  Scotland  or  elsewhere  oat  of  the 
jnrisdiotion  of  this  Court ": — 

Held,  that,  having  r^ard  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  (ahanes  in  a 
company  registered  in  this  country),  service  out  of  the  juriadictioii  had  hem 
properly  directed,  and  that,  although  the  order  was  in  tenns  irregular,  the 
Court  would  not,  after  it  had  been  acted  upon^  and  service  effected  under 
it,  discharge  it  on  the  ground  of  such  irregularity. 

xHIS  was  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  made  in  Chambers 
on  the  loth  of  January,  1874,  that  the  Plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to 
serve  a  copy  of  bill  (filed  the  16th  of  December,  1873),  together 
with  the  interrogatories  and  a  copy  of  order,  ^  upon  the  Defendant 
in  SeoUand  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court" 
The  Defendant,  Ouild,  who  was  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  carrying 
on  business  as  an  accountant  at  Olasffow,  had  been  employed  in 
1870  as  trustee  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff  company,  then  in  course 
of  formation  in  this  country,  to  negotiate  the  purchase  of  the  worb 
and  business  at  Sedcombey  near  Liverpool^  of  Messrs.  Pder  Lawwn 
&  San,  of  London  and  Edinburgh.  The  case  made  by  the  bill 
was  that  Ovdld  had  obtained  a  secret  benefit  from  Messrs.  Lamon 
it  Son  by  way  of  bonus,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  company,  under 
an  arrangement  with  Messrs.  Lawdon^  by  which  he  was  to  retain 
a  portion  of  their  commission,  payable  in  shares  of  the  company. 

The  bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  QuUd  was  liable  to  aooonnt 
for  what  he  had  receiyed,  and  that  he  might  be  compelled  to 
deposit  the  certificates  of  the  shares  in  his  possession,  and  be 
restrained  from  dealing  with  such  shares  in  the  meantime. 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1874,  the  Plainti£b  obtained^  e»  partem 
Chambers,  an  order  that  the  Plaintiffs  be  at  liberty  to  serve  a  copy 
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of  tbe  bill,  together  with  the  interrogatories,  ^  upon  the  Defendant 
in  SwBand  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court ;" 
the  affidayit  upon  which  this  order  was  obtained  stating  that 
OiiUd  was  resident  at  Olasgow. 

On  the  19ih  of  January  the  Defendant  was  served  at  his  office 
at  Okugaw. 

On  the  10th  of  February  an  order  was  made  on  the  ex  parte 
application  of  the  Defendant,  giving  him  leave  to  enter  a  condi- 
tional appearance,  and  on  the  18th  of  February  conditional 
appearance  was  entered,  and  notice  of  motion  servBd  to  discharge 
the  Older  of  the  lOth  of  January. 

Mr.  Kay^  C^C.,  and  Mr.  EveriU,  in  support  of  the  motion,  con- 
tended that  the  order,  in  directing  service, in  SeoUand  ''or  else- 
where out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,"  was  clearly  irregular, 
and  not  warranted  either  by  Cons.  Ord.  x.,  rule  7,  or  by  the  terms 
of  the  affidavit  (stating  that  the  Defendant  was  residing  at  Olas- 
gow),  on  which  it  was  obtained.  Admitting  that  the  Court  has 
jnrisdiction  to  order  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction  where  one  of 
several  Defendants  resides  abroad,  Drummand  v.  Drummond  (1), 
such  an  order  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and 
will  not  be  made  where  the  only  relief  sought  is  a  personal  decree 
against  this  sole  Defendant,  domiciled  and  resident  out  of  the  juris- 
diction, and  which  could  only  be  enforced  by  process  of  the  Scotch 
Courts,  where,  and  not  here,  the  Defendant  ought  to  have  been 
sued. 

Mr.  Jaekeon,  QC,  and  Mr.  Bedwdl,  for  the  Plaintiflb  :— 

That  part  of  the  order  which  directs  service  in  Scotland  is  per- 
fectly valid  and  regular,  and  having  been  acted  upon  will  not  now 
he  discharged  on  the  ground  of  the  additional  words,  ^  or  else- 
where," which  have  not  been  acted  upon ;  and  if  the  order  were 
discharged,  a  new  order,  omitting  these  words,  would  at  once  be 
applied  for  and  obtained.  The  relief  sought  by  the  bill  is  not 
inerely  personal  against  the  Defendant,  as  it  seeks  to  have  him 
declared  a  trustee  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  to  restrain  him 
from  dealing  with  the  shares,  which  are  property  in  this  country 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  82. 
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within  the  jariadiction  of  this  Court,  and,  in  a  soit  in  respect 
of  which  the  Court  has  express  power  by  4  &  5  Will.  4^  a  82,  to 
direct  service  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  independently  of  the  dedsioiis 
upon  the  subsequent  General  Order  of  May,  1845  (re-enacted  as 
Cons.  OnL  x.,  r.  7),  by  which  this  right  of  service  is  estabUahed, 
and  extended  to  any  suit :  Drummand  ▼•  Drwnmond  (1) ;  Mcuiean 
v.  Dotroon  (2). 

Mr.  Kay,  in  reply :— * 

A  Plaintiff  applying  ex  parte  is  bound  to  take  the  order  at  his 
own  risk,  and  such  an  order  only  as  he  can  abide  by ;  and  as  the 
order  obtained  is  admittedly  irregular,  the  Defendant  is  entitled 
to  have  it  discharged. 

Sir  Jamss  Bacon,  Y.C  : — 

There  was  an  irregularity  in  the  terms  of  this  order  as  diawn 
up,  for  it  ought  to  have  been  confined  to  service  in  OUugaw,  where 
in  the  affidavit  the  Defendant  is  stated  to  be  resident.  But  I 
shall  not  now  discharge  the  order,  as  it  has  been  acted  upon,  and 
the  Defendant  has  been  served  in  Olaegow  under  it.  The  bill 
relates  to  certain  shares,  the  property  of  a  company,  registered  in 
England,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  The  subject-matter 
of  the  suit  is'in  this  country,  and  the  relief  prayed  is  not  merely 
personal  against  the  Defendant  Service  has,  under  the  rule  of 
the  Court,  been  properly  ordered  to  be  made  on  the  Defendant 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  the  motion  to  discharge  the  order  most 
be  refused.    No  order  as  to  costs. 

Solicitors :  Miessrs.  Qregcryy  BoweliffeB,  &  Bauih  ;  Messrs.  Cbrke, 
Son,  dk  Ba/wUne/ 


(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  82.  (2)  27  Bear.  21 ;  4  De  G.  ft  J.  150, 156. 
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BECKETT  V.  BUCKLEY.  V.<i.  H. 

[1872    B.    162.]  J^ 

Judgment  DM — Elegit — Equity  ofBedemptum — BiU  by  Judgment  Creditor  for 
Redemption  and  Forcdosure^Law  (/ Judgments  Amendment  Act  (27  A  28 
Vict.  e.  112),  88. 1,  4. 

On  a  bill  filed  against  mortgagees  and  mortgagor,  who  was  also  a  judgment 
debtor,  by  a  judgment  creditor  who  had  issued  a  writ  of  elegit  against  the 
goods  and  hereditaments  of  the  judgment  debtor,  but  the  execution  of  which, 
in  consequence  of  the  mortgages,  could  not  be  proceeded  with,  for  accounts, 
redemption,  and  foreclosure,  the  ordinary  redemption  and  foreclosure  decree 
was  made,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  statute  27  &  28  Vict,  c  112. 

IhE  Defendant  WiUiam  Bott  was  entitled  in  fee  to  premises^ 
object  to  mortgages  and  charges  in  favoor  of  the  other  three 
Defendants,  the  legal  estate  being  Tested  in  the  first-named  De- 
fendant,  Thomas  Buekley,  who  bad  the  title  deeds.  In  January, 
1872,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  judgment  in  an  action  against  the 
Defendant  WiUiam  Bott  for  the  recovery  of  a  sum  due ;  the  same 
was  subsequently  registered  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  the  Plaintiff 
caosed  a  writ  of  elegit  to  be  issued ;  but  in  consequence  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  mortgages  and  charges  above  referred  to,  and  of  the  title 
deeds  being  in  the  possession  of  the  Defendant  Thomas  Buckley,  he 
was  impeded  in  procuring  the  sheriff  to  proceed  with  the  further 
execution  of  the  writ  of  elegit,  and  could  not  procure  the  heredita- 
ments to  be  delivered  in  execution  to  him.  The  writ  of  elegit  had 
been  registered  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  "  to  further 
amend  the  law  of  property  *'  (23  &  24  Vict.  c.  38),  and  the  statute 
**  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  future  judgments,  statutes,  and  recog- 
nizances '*  (27  &  28  Vict,  c  112).  There  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff, 
^  respect  of  his  judgment,  the  sum  of  £64  18s.  2d^  and  interest 
and  costs ;  and  as  the  Defendants,  the  mortgagees,  threatened  to 
sell  the  hereditaments,  and  to  pay  over  the  balance  of  the  purchase- 
money,  if  any,  after  paying  the  sums  due  on  the  mortgages,  to  the 
Defendant  William  Bott,  this  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  for 
accounts  of  what  was  due  to  the  mortgagees ;  and  that  he,  upon 
paying  what  might  be  found  due,  might  be  let  in  to  redeem  and 

have  the  herditaments  conveyed  to  him ;  for  an  account  of  what 
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y.-O.  H.  was  due  to  himself  by  virtue  of  his  judgment,  and  that  in  default 

1874  of  payment  to  him  of  the  sum  found  due  and  the  sums  paid  by 

BaoKSTT  ^^  to  the  mortageeSy  the  Defendant  William  Bott  might  be  foie- 

BuCTiiKT  <^I<>^  I  A^d  ^or  an  injunction  and  consequential  relief. 

Mr.  Lindlmf,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  S.  H.  Blaehmore,  for  the  Plaintiff, 
referred  to  Mildred  v.  Austin  (1)  and  HatUm  y.  Haywood  (2),  and 
contended  that  he  had  taken  the  proper  course,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  decree  which  he  asked. 

Mr.  Sinvmonds,  for  the  Defendant  WiBiam  Bott,  submitted  that 
the  proper  course  for  the  Plaintiff  to  pursue  was  to  haye  filed  a 
bill  in  the  first  instance  against  the  mortgagees  for  redemption 
only,  and  then  to  have  proceeded  by  a  petition  under  the  27  & 
28  Vict,  c  112,  s.  4,  for  a  sale  or  foreclosure  of  the  premises, 
as  by  sect  1  of  that  statute  it  was  expressly  enacted  that  a  judg- 
ment creditor  should  not,  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  acquire 
a  charge  upon  the  land  of  the  judgment  debtor  until  he  shoold 
have  taken  it  in  execution;  and,  therefore,  until  the  Plaintiff 
should  have  done  that,  he  could  haye  no  status  for  the  pnipoee 
of  commencing  proceedings  for  redemption  and  foreclosure  against 
the  judgment  debtor.  The  Plaintiff  must  make  his  judgment  a 
lien  before  he  could  acquire  any  right  to  take  these  proceedings. 
He  could  not  ask  for  this  decree  before  he  had  a  title  to  sue^  nor 
could  he,  by  the  same  bill,  ask  for  a  decree  giying  him  a  cbaige, 
and  also  ask  to  be  let  in  to  redeem  and  foreclose.  At  presenit  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  a  charge  upon  William  Botts  land,  and  until  he 
had  a  charge  he  could  not  properly  make  William  Bott  a  party  to 
a  bill  which  sought  to  affect  it.  He  referred  to  In  re  CouMd^ 
Railway  Company  (3),  and  also  to  Hatton  y.  Haywood. 

Mr.  /.  W.  Ohttty^  and  Mr.  Siwrges^  appeared  for  the  other  De- 
fendants. 

Sir  Chables  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  it  would  be  a  stretch  of  the  language  of  the  statute 
(27  &  28  Yict.  a  112,  s.  4)  if  I  were  to  hold  that  such  a  biU  as  this 
could  not  be  maintained,  it  haying  been  decided  in  HatUm  y.£ay- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  220.  (2)  Law  Bep.  9  Gh.  229. 

(3)  Law  Bop.  5  £q.  413. 
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wood  (1)  that  the  proper  course  for  a  judgment  creditor  to  pursue     y.-0.  H. 
where  the  legal  title  is  outstanding  is  to  come  to  the  Court  by  a        1S74 
bill  and  ask  to  be  allowed  to  remove  the  obstacle  which  prevents    Br^rr 
him  from  enforcing  his  inchoate  right ;  that  is  to  say,  to  redeem    ^   ^' 

the  mortgage  which  stands  in  his  way.    This  is  a  bill  to  redeem        

and  foreclose  as  against  the  mortgagor.  It  is  properly  framed 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  rightly  asks  to  be 
allowed  to  enforce  a  valid  claim.  There  being  a  right  to  institute 
a  suit,  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  contrary  to  reason  and  justice  if 
I  compelled  the  Plaintiff  to  go  through  the  double  process  of 
filing  two  bills,  or  to  file  one  in  the  first  instance  to  obtain  a  charge, 
and  then  to  proceed  by  petition  under  sect  4.  I  think  it  proper 
that  the  two  proceedings  should  be  combined  in  one ;  and  I  hold 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  decree  for  redemption 
and  foreclosure. 

Solicitors :  Mr.  A.  D.  Bird^  agent  for  Mr.  H,  0.  LisiU,  and  for 
Messrs.  BeUyse  &  Son,  Nanttoieh ;  Messrs.  B.  Jones  &  Co.,  agents 
for  Mr.  T.  L.  Brouffh,  Stafford. 


Jan.  27. 


HORTON  V.  HALL.  V-CH. 

[1872    H.    70.]  J?74 

Improffed  Chief  Bents — Land  ordered  to  he  sold  to  pay  Arrears  accrued 

since  1853. 

Land,  on  which  an  improved  chief  rent,  which  was  purchased  by  the  Plain- 
tiff's testator  in  1853,  had  been  reserved  by  a  former  vendor  of  the  land,  was 
ordered  to  be  sold  to  pay  the  arrears  of  the  chief  rent  which  had  accrued 
due  since  that  date. 

Taylor  v.  Taylw  (2)  distinguished. 

In  1831  two  pieces  of  land  situate  at  ChorHonr^pon-Medlock,  Man- 
chester, were  sold  subject  to  a  chief  rent  or  rent-charge  of  £11  7s., 
which  was  reserved  by  the  vendor  upon  each  piece.  In  1834  the 
purchaser  sold  the  same  land  to  a  builder,  reserving  to  himself  an 
improved  chief  rent  or  rent-charge  of  £54  10s.  Shortly  afterwards 
a  portion  of  the  land  was  sold  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  church 

(1)  Law  Rep.  9  Ch.  229.  (2)  Ante,  p.  324. 
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Y.-p.  H.     thereon ;  that  portion  was  enfranchised,  and  the  two  chief  rents  of 

1874       £11  7a.  each  were  reduced  to  two  of  £7  IQs.  Ud.  each;  and  the 

HoBiQH     chief  rent  of  £54  10s.  was  rednced  to  £37  13s.  6i. ;  and  npon  the 

g^      remaining  portion  of  the  land  no  buildings  had  been  erected  by 

—       the  bmlder,  who  purchased  in  1834.    The  builder  became  bank- 

rupt|  but  shortly  before  his  bankruptcy  he  executed  a  conveyanoe 

of  this  land  to  a  trustee  upon  trust  to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds 

among  his  creditors.  /Fhe  trustee  never  executed  the  deed,  and 

ultimately  disclaimed  the  trusts.    The  chief  rent  of  £37  13s.  6d. 

was  in  1853  sold  by  auction  to  the  testator  in  the  cause,  but  neither 

he,  during  his  lifetime,  nor  his  trustees  (the  Plaiutifis),  since  his 

decease,  had  ever  received  any  payment  in  respect  of  it^  and  the 

arrears  now  amounted  to  a  sum  which,  it  was  alleged,  was  more 

than  the  full  value  of  the  land  subject  to  the  chief  rent. 

The  Plaintiffs  prayed  for  accounts,  and  for  a  declaration  that 
the  land  ought  to  be  sold  to  pay  the  arrears,  or  so  far  as  the 
proceeds  would  extend. 

Mr.  Birleyy  for  the  Plaintifib,  referred  to  (hkpU  v.  JadcKn  (1) 
and  WhiU  v.  Jame%  (2). 

Mr.  Jodiffe^  for  the  Defendant  Fofes,  one  of  the  creditors  of  the 
bankrupt)  submitted  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  no  more 
than  six  years'  arrears.  > 

No  one  appeared  for  the  other  Defendants. 

Sm  Chables  Hall,  V.O.  :— 

In  a  recent  case  before  me,  Taylw  v.  Taylor  (3),  OupU  Y.JaA- 
son  was  referred  to,  and  I  declined  to  apply  it,  because  in  Taylor 
V.  Taylor  the  land  charged  with  the  annuities  or  yearly  payments 
was  in  strict  settlement ;  but  that  is  not  so  with  the  land  in  this 
case,  and  therefore,  and  having  regard  to  the  case  of  White  v. 
James,  I  shall  follow  Cupit  v.  Jackson,  and  make  the  order  asked 
for. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  MUne^  BiddJe,  4k  MeHor,  agents  for  Mcsbtbl 
Slater,  HediSf  &  Co^  Manchester. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendant  Yates:  Messrs.  Bower  dk  CatUm, 
agents  for  Mr.  Thomas  Southam,  Manchester. 

(1)  la.Prioe^  721.  (2)  26  Beav.  191.  (3)  Ante,  p.  32*. 
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BELL  V.  TURNER  V.-a  H. 

1874 


[1872    B.    146.] 

Fradiee—IB  A  16  Vict.  e.  86,  a.  22-^Adult  and  Infants  Ptainiiffa—JffidavU 
swam  Abroad^  n<4  before  Brttiek  Ckmetdar  Agent,  allowed  to  he  filed. 

In  a  suit  in  which  infants  jointly  with  their  mother  were  Plaintiffs^  an 
affidavit,  sworn  abroad,  by  the  Defendants,  not  before  a  British  oonBul  or 
▼ice-consnl,  as  required  hy  the  providons  of  the  statute  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  86, 
8. 22,  but  before  the  burgermeister  of  the  town  at  which  the  Defendants  resided, 
was  allowed,  with  the  consent*  of  the  mother,  to  be  filed, 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  by  a  mother  and  her  children,  all  infants,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  two  trustees,  one  of  whom  was  residing  in 
this  country,  and  the  other,  a  married  lady,  residing  with  her 
husband  at^  for.  a  long  time  past,  WeiAadetif  responsible  for  alleged 
breaches  of  trust.  The  Defendant,  the  husband,  was  suffering 
from  serious  illness.  There  was  no  British  consul  or  consular 
agent  nearer  to  Weisbaden  than  Frankfort.  The  Defendants,  the 
husband  and  wife,  had  made  a  joint  aflBdavit  in  the  cause,  not 
sworn  before  or  witnessed  by  a  British  consul  or  consular  agent, 
but  sworn  before  the  Burgermeister  of  Weisbaden,  and  his  seal  was 
attached  to  the  document. 

Mr.  Yate  Lee,  for  the  Defendants,  asked,  with  the  consent  of  the 
adult  Plaintiff  that  the  affidarit  might,  under  the  circumstances, 
be  filed,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  statute  15  &  16  Yict. 
c  86,  s.  22.    He  referred  to  Lyh  v.  Mwood  (1). 

f   8iR  Chables  Hall,  Y.C,  acceded  to  the  application. 
Solicitor :  Mr.  O.  /.  Brounilow. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  15  Eq.  67. 


Jan.  80. 
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V..a  H.  DE  LISLE  V.  HODGES. 

1^  [1873    D.    60.] 

Jan,  29,  30 

SI ;  O^ft  of  Eesidue  of  Specific  Fund^Besiduary  or  Spec^ie^AhatetMnt. 


FA.  11. 


By  deed  and  by  will  two  fiindB  of  £37,914  and  £800  Gonsolfl  were  settled, 
with  powers  of  varying  investments,  npon  tmsts  for  the  nephews  and  nieoes 
of  a,  H^  subject  to  a  power  in  B,  H,  of  excloaive  appointment  among  them. 
R,  H,  made  and  revoked  a  series  of  appointments,  and  ultimately,  by  a  deed- 
poll  in  November,  1870,  (at  which  time  the  fund  had  been  reduced  to 
£27,170  Consols  and  £8000  cash),  R.  £.,  after  reciting  a  desire  to  revoke  the 
subsisting  appointment  of  the  two  funds,  and  to  appoint  the  same  amoogiit 
hitf  nephews  and  nieoes  named,  in  the  shares  and  proportions  and  in  man- 
ner expressed,  in  pursuance  of  that  deure  appointed  that  the  trustees 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  two  funds  "or  other  the  stocks^  funds,  and 
securities'*  of  which  the  same  then  consisted,  or  thereafter  should  (ht  might 
consist,  or  upon  which  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  was  then  or  thereafter 
should  or  might  be  invested,  upon  trust  as  to  £7000  Consols,  part  of  the 
£37,914  and  £800  Consols,  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  of  which 
the  same  might  consist,  for  his  nephew,  8,  E,^  absolutely.  R.  H,  then 
appointed  in  like  manner  further  sums  (making  an  aggregate  of  £37,000 
Consols),  in  trust  for  the  four  nieces  and  nephew  named ;  and  the  residue 
of  the  two  several  sums  of  Consols  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities, 
&c.,  in  trust  for  his  niece  C.  The  trust  funds  at  the  death  of  R,  K  were 
insu£Bcient  to  pay  the  £37,000  Consols : — 

Hdd^  that  the  gift  to  C,  was  residuary  and  not  specific,  and  that  it  failed 
altogether. 

By  an  indentare  dated  the  28th  of  May,  1822,  a  sum  of  £37,914 
18s.  9<Z.  Consolidated  £3  per  Cent  Annuities,  standing  in  the 
names  of  three  trustees,  was  settled,  subject  to  the  life  interests 
of  Benjamin  Hodges  and  his  son  Biehard  Hodgee,  and  in  the 
event,  which  happened,  of  there  being  no  child  of  Richard  Hodges^ 
^'in  trust  for  all  and  every  of  the  nephews  and  nieoes  of  the 
said  Biehard  Hodffes,  being  the  child  and  children  lawfully  to 
be  begotten  of  William  Bobert  Hodges,  Benjamin  George  Hodges, 
Catherine  Mazzinghi,  and  Amelia  Ann  Whiigreave,  in  such  part) 
shares,  or  proportions,  and  for  any  one  or  more  of  the  said  nephews 
and  nieces  of  the  said  Biehard  Hodges  in  particular,  and  in  exdosion 
of  any  other  or  all  the  others  of  them,  and  to  be  and  become  a 
vested  interest,  and  to  be  paid  and  payable  at  such  age  or  ages, 
time  or  times,  and  with  under  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes, 
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restrictions  and  limitations  for  the  benefit  of  some  or  one  of  the      v.-c.  H. 
said  nephews  and  nieces  of  the  said  Richard  Eodges  as  he,  the  said        1874 
Biduxri  Hedges^  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instnunent  or  instruments    db'i^ 
in  writing,  with  or  without  power  of  reyocation"  .  .  .  "or  in  and  by     h^^ep 
his  last  will  and  testament,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto  "...       — 
*'  shall,  from  time  to  time,  or  at  any  time,  direct  or  appoint ;  and  in 
de&ult  of  any  such  direction  or  appointment^  or  so  fietr  as  any  such 
direction  or  appointment  shall  not  extend,  then  it  is  hereby  declared 
and  directed  that  they,  the  said  trustees,  and  the  surmors  or 
snryiyor  of  them,  his  executors  and  administrators,  shall  stand 
possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  sum  of  £37,914  ISs.  dd.  £3  per 
Gent  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  or  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities 
to  be  substituted  in  lieu  thereof  or  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as 
shall  remain  unapplied  or  undisposed  of  under  the  trusts  or  powers 
created  by  these  presents,  in  trust  for  the  nephews  and  nieces  of 
the  said  Biehard  ExdgesP 

After  the  death,  on  the  23rd  of  April,  1827,  of  Benjamin  Bodges^ 
and  in  accordance  with  the  proyisions  of  his  will,  dated  the  5th  of 
October,  1822,  and  of  the  4th  codicil  thereto,  dated  the  19th  of 
Jnly,  1823,  a  sum  of  £800  Consolidated  £3  per  Gent.  Annuities 
thereby  settled  by  him  on  the  trusts  declared  by  the  indenture  of 
settlement  of  the  sum  of  £37,914  13s.  9(2.  Consols  was  transferred 
into  the  names  of  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 

The  settlement  contained  a  power  for  the  appointment  of  new 
trustees,  and  under  it  there  had  been  diyers  appointments  made. 
The  settlement  also  contained  a  power  for  the  trustees,  with  the 
consent  in  writing  of  Bieha/rd  Bodges^  to  change  the  inyestments, 
and  there  was  authority  to  acquire  new  inyestments  in  public 
stocks  or  funds,  on  GU)y  emment  or  real  securities,  or  loans,  or  inyest- 
ments upon  such  other  security  as  Btohard  Hodges  should  direct ; 
and  under  these  powers  there  had  been  diyers  sales  and  re-inyesir 
ments.  The  Plaintiffis,  the  present  trustees,  were,  with  another, 
smce  deceased,  appointed  trustees  of  the  settlement  on  the  Ist  of 
July,  1853,  and  at  that  date  the  sums  of  £37,914 13s.  9(2.  and  £800 
Consols  were,  in  consequence  of  such  sales  and  re-investments,  and 
the  payment  of  certain  sums  of  costs  r^resented  by  a  sum  of 
£27,170  158,  4d.  Consols  and  £8000,  inyested  in  the  mortgage  of 
an  estate  belonging  to  Biehard  Hedges.   Bithard  Hodges^  who  had 
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y«-0.  H.  made  divers  appointments  of  the  funds,  all  of  which  he  afterwards- 
1874       revoked,  executed  a  deed  poll  dated  the  30th  of  November,  1870* 

Bb  Ijslb  ^  ^^^  ^^^  there  were  recitals  of  previous  appointments  in  whidi 
were  reserved  powers  of  revocation.  According  to  those  recitals,, 
each  of  the  prior  appointments  recited  that  Biekard  Hodgm  was 
desirous  of  appointing  the  two  original  trost  funds  amongst  his 
nephews  and  nieces  in  the  shares  and  proportions  thereinafter  ex* 
pressed,  and  the  operative  part  of  each  appointment  was  expressed 
to  be  forthe  purpose  of  carrying  the  said  desire  into  effect,  and  in 
consideration  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which  Biehard 
Hodges  had  for  his  nephews  and  nieces  thereinafter  named.  The 
funds  appointed  by  such  prior  appointments  were,  according  to  the 
recitals  thereof,  the  two  funds,  and  according  to  such  redtals,  the- 
powers  of  revocation,  and  the  revocations  and  appointments  men- 
tioned  those  two  funds  only,  although  there  had  been,  before  aU, 
except  the  first  of  such  appointments,  the  change  of  inyestment 
above  mentioned.  There  were  also  recitals  in  the  deed  poll  of  No- 
vember, 1870,  of  the  desire  of  Biehard  Hodges  to  revoke  the  then 
subsisting  appointment  of  the  two  funds  and  to  appoint  the  same 
amongst  his  nephews  and  nieces  thereinbefore  named  in  the  shares 
and  proportions  and  in  manner  tbeieinafter  expressed.  The  iiist 
operative  part  of  the  deed  revoked  the  last  preceding  appointment 
of  the  two  fiinds,  and  the  second  operative  part,  after  stating  that 
it  was  in  pursuance  of  the  said  desire  and  in  consideration  of  tlie 
natural  love  and  affection  which  Biehard  Hodges  had  for  lus 
nephews  and  nieces  thereinafter  named,  was  as  follows  :*- 

'^  That  from  and  immediately  after  his  decease  the  trustees  of 
the  indenture  of  May,  1822,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and 
interested  in  the  said  sum  of  £37,914  18&  9<2.  Consolidated  £3  per 
Centum  Annuities  so  standing  in  their  or  some  or  one  of  their 
names  in  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England,  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  of  which  the 
same  now  consist,  or  hereafter  shall  or  may  consist,  or  upon  which 
the  same,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  is  now  or  hereafter  shall  or 
may  be  invested,  upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  intents  and  puipoees 
hereinafter  expressed  and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  same.'* 
And  also,  that  ftom  and  immediately  after  his  decease  the  same 
trustees,  or  the  trusteies  of  the  will  and  codicil  of  his  late  fath^^ 
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Benjamin  Hodpes,  '^  shall  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested     y.-c.  H. 
in  the  said  sum  of  £800  Consolidated  £3  per  Oentom  Annuities        1874 
so  standing  in  their  or  some  or  one  of  their  names  in  the  books     nJT^i 
of  the  Goyemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  or  other     ^loDOtt 
the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  of  which  the  same  now  consist,  or        — — 
hereafter  shall  or  may  consist,  or  upon  which  the  same  or  any  part 
or  parts  thereof  is  now  or  hereafter  shall  or  may  be  invested,  upon 
the  tmste  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  hereinaftier  expressed 
and  contained  of  and  concerning  the  same ;  that  is  to  say,  provided 
always,  and  I,  the  said  Biehard  Hodges^  do  hereby  declare  that 
the  direction  and  appointment  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
£37,914  13s.  9d.  and  £800  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities 
is  so  made,  and  the  said  two  several  sums  shall  be  held  by  the 
said  trustees  or  trustee,  or  other  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being,  upon  the  trusts  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say,  as  to  the  sum  of  £7000  Consolidated  £3 
per  Centum  Annuities,  part  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
£37,914  13s.  9d.  and  £800  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,, 
or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  of  which  the  same  may  for 
the  time  being  consist,  or  upon  which  the  same  may  for  the  time 
being  be  invested,  upon  trust  for  my  nephew  Sydney  Hodges^  son  of 
my  brother  WiUiam  Bobert  Hodges,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  absolutely.    And  as  to  the  further  sum  of  £7000  Con- 
solidated £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  further  part  of  the  said  two- 
several  sums  of  £37,914  13a.  dd.  and  £800  Consolidated  £3  per 
Centum  Annuities,  or  other  the  stocks,  fimds,  or  securities  of  which 
the  same  may  for  the  time  being  consist,  or  upon  which  the  same 
may  for  the  time  being  be  invested,  upon  trust  for  my  niece  Jtdia 
Oeorge,  daughter  of  my  said  brother  WiUiam  Bobert  Hodgea,  her 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  her  and  their  own  abso- 
lute use  and  benefit,  free  from  the  debts,  control,  contracts,  or 
engagements  of  her  present  or  any  future  husband.    And  as  to 
the  further  sum  of  £7000  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities, 
farther  part  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of  £37,914  13s.  9d.  and 
£800  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  or  other  the  stocks, 
funds,  and  securities  of  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being 
consist,  or  upon  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  be  mr 
vested,  upon  trust  for  my  niece  Josephine  Amdia  Baroness  French, 
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y.-0.  H.  daughter  of  my  sister  the  Countess  Caiherine  Mazzinghi^  her  exe- 
1874        cutorS)  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  her  and  their  own  ahsolute 

DbIjIle  ^^  ^^^  benefit,  free  firom  the  debts,  control,  contracts,  or  engage- 
*-  ments  of  her  present  or  future  husband.  And  as  to  the  farther 
—  sum  of  £6000  Cionsolidated  £3  per  Oentum  Annuities,  farther 
part  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of  £37,914  13«.  9d.  and  £800 
Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities,  or  other  the  stocks,  fonds, 
and  securities  of  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  consist, 
or  upon  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  be  invested,  upoii 
trust  for  my  niece  Teresa  Eystan,  daughter  of  my  sister  Amelia 
Ann  WhUgreave,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  her 
and  their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit,  free  from  the  debts,  control, 
contracts,  or  engagements  of  her  present  or  any  future  husband 
And  as  to  the  further  sum  of  £10,000  Consolidated  £3  per  Cen- 
tum Annuities,  further  part  of  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
£87,914  138.  9cZ.  and  £800  Consolidated  £3  per  Centum  Annuities, 
or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities  of  which  the  same  may  for 
the  time  being  consist,  or  upon  which  the  same  may  for  the  time 
being  be  invested,  upon  trust  for  my  nephew  Frederick  Hodges, 
son  of  my  brother  Benjamin  Oeorge  Bodges^  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns  absolutely.  And  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
said  two  several  sums  of  £37,914  13a.  9d.  and  £800  Consolidated 
£3  per  Centum  Annuities,  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities 
of  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  consist,  or  upon  which 
the  same  may  for  the  time  being  be  invested,  upon  trust  for  my 
niece  Caroline,  daughter  of  my  said  brother  Benjamin  Qeorgt 
Hodges,  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  her  and 
their  own  absolute  use  and  benefit,  free  from  the  debts,  control, 
contracts,  or  engagements  of  any  husband  with  whom  she  may 
intermarry." 

Then  followed  a  power  of  revocation,  which  was  expressed  to  be 
to  revoke  the  direction  and  appointment  thereby  made  of  the  said 
two  several  sums,  specifying  them,  but  not  adding  the  words  "  or 
other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities." 

Richard  Hodges  died  ou  the  25th  of  July,  1872,  leaving  him 
surviving  all  his  said  nephews  and  nieces.  The  trust  funds  (at  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  April,  1873)  oonsbted  of  the 
£27,170  158.  id.  Consols,  and  £8652  2s.  5d.  cash ;  and  as  qnes- 
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tions  had  arisen  among  the  Defendants  as  to  the  proportions  in     v.oi  h. 
which  they  were  entitled  to  them,  the  tmstees  prayed  that  the        i874 
rights  and  interests  of  the  Defendants  in  these  sums  of  Consols     d/i^^,. 
and  cash  mi^ht  be  ascertained  and  declared,  and  that  the  tmsts  of     ,^,  ^' 
the  sums  of  £37,914  18«.  9d.  and  £800  Consols  might  be  carried        — 
into  execution  under  the  direction  of  the  Court ;  and  for  conse- 
qnential  relief.    The  trust  funds  Jiad  been  paid  into  Court  and 
inyested,  and  were  represented  by  a  sum  of  £35,819  8«.  4d.  Consols. 

Mr.  Diekinaoriy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming^  for  the  Plaintiffi,  stated 
the  &cts  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Kardake^  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  CracJcnall,  for  the  Defendant /SjyeJn^y 

Hodges : — 

The  question  resolves  itself  more  into  one  of  language  than  of 
law.  The  case  is  not  like  that  of  the  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Drapers 
Company  (1),  and  those  referred  to  in  Hawkins  on  Wills  (2).  The 
gift  is  of  certain  sums  of  Consols  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  secu- 
rities of  which  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  consist,  or  upon 
\Thich  the  same  may  for  the  time  being  be  invested ;  and  a  further 
gift  of  the  **  residue,*'  which  means  if  there  should  be  any  residue  of 
this  uncertain  and  fluctuating  body  of  securities,  liable  to  be 
altered  from  time  to  time,  after  all  the  other  previous  specifically 
appointed  sums  had  been  provided  for.  The  principle  acted  upon 
in  Petre  v.  Petre  (3),  where  it  was  held  that  the  residuary  gift  failed, 
is  applicable  to  and  governs  this  case ;  and  the  decision  in  Harley 
T.  Moon  (4)  bears  exactly  upon  it,  and  shews  that  the  word  '^  resi- 
due "  must  have  its  ordinary  meaning — ^the  residue  after  the  lega- 
cies of  £37,000  Consols  have  been  paid. 

Mr.  jET.  B.  Younffy  for  the  Defendants  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Oeorge: — 

The  only  questions  are,  whether  the  prior  appointees  are  to  abate 
so  as  to  let  Caroline  Hodges  take  a  proportionate  part  of  the 
fonds ;  or  whether  she  is  to  take  nothing  under  the  gift  to  her  of 
the  residue  ?  In  Ohe  v.  Heath  (5)  there  was  an  appointment  under 

(1)  4  Beav,  67.  (3)  14  Beav.  197. 

(2)  Page  66.  (4)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  623. 

(5)  1  VcR.  Sen.  135. 
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Y.-C.  H.     a  power  of  a  certain  sum,  upon  a  condition  that  the  appointe« 

1874       paid  an  annuity ;  and  of  the  residue,  and  a  loss  was  sustained;  and 

x>eUslk    ^^^  BardvAohe,  acting  on  the  maxim  ^Qai  senlU  eofnmodtm, 

„  ^'         senHre  dd>et  et  onus,**  held  that  the  loss  must  fiedl  on  the  residue,  and 

—       that  the  £4000  was  not  to  be  burthened  with  any  part  of  it  Sap* 

posing  the  funds  in  this  case  had  been  increased  instead  of 

diminished,  it  would  be,  and  prohMj  successfully,  argued  that 

Caroline  would  be  entitled  to  all  the  '*  overplus."    But  howeyer 

that  might  be,  it  is  submitted  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case, 

and  in  Lefevre  v.  Fredand  (1)  and  Booth  y.  Alington  (2),  practically 

decides  the  question  here,  viz.,  that  the  prior  appointees  must  fint 

be  satisfied,  and  then  if  there  should  be  a  residue  Caroline  is  to 

take  it.    If  there  should  be  none  (which  is  the  fitct)  she  cannot 

take  any. 

Mr.  H.  8.  Milman,  for  the  Baron  and  Baroness  French^ 

Mr.  Chreene,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bomer,  for  Frederick  W>dge$y  and 

Mr.  Leonard  Field,  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  EiftUm — all  Defendants  in 
the  same  interest — were  not  called  upon. 

Mr.  LvndUy^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagehawe,  Q.C.,  for  Carditt 
Hodges : — 

There  is  a  well-established  general  rule  which  is  applicable  to 
all  cases  of  this  description ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  deed  poll 
to  take  this  case  out  of  that  rule.  On  the  contrary,  this  deed 
coincides  with  it.  '^  Besidue  "  in  such  a  case  is  to  be  treated  as 
much  a  part  of  the  fund  as  the  sums  appointed.  The  reoitalfl  in  all 
the  deeds  of  appointment,  those  revoked  and  the  one  subsisting,  art 
very  important  The  appointor  treated  the  two  sums  of  Consols  as 
the  one  trust  fund  which  he  intended  to  appoint,  although  in  1853, 
when  new  trustees  were  appointed,  the  trust  funds  were  a  smn  of 
Consols  and  a  sum  on  mortgage.  Those  circumstances  are  also  imr 
portant.  He  appointed  all  that  he  had  power  over ;  and  though  be 
knew  that  the  two  original  sums  of  Consols  did  not  exist,  yet  be 
treated  them  as  existing,  and  he  appointed  them  amongst  bis 
nephews  and  nieces  in  the  shares  and  proportions  and  in  tbe 

(1)  24  Beav.  403.  (2)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  613. 
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manner  thereinafter  mentioned.     He  dealt  with  a  fund  which  was     ¥.-0.  H. 
not  subject  to  any  fluctuating  charge  or  to  debts,  or  anything  of       1874 
that  kind ;  but  in  T?dre  v.  Teire  (1)  there  was  a  charge  of  debts,    db  Lisli 
These  trust  funds  merely  depended  upon  their  market  value,     Hodoes. 

which  of  course  fluctuates.    He  appointed  the  original  specific       

trust  funds,  and  in  doing  so  used  a  compendious  expression — ^the 
funds  formerly  existing,  then  existing,  and  which  might  there- 
after exist.  The  same  expression  was  repeated  in  regard  to  each 
appointee.  There  was  to  be  a  division  in  shares  and  proportions. 
The  intention  of  the  appointor  was  to  apportion  these  funds  in 
proportion  to  the  sums  m^itioned,  and  there  not  being  sufiScient 
to  pay  the  appointees  in  full,  there  ought  to  be  an  abatement : 
Vagt  V.  LeobpingweU  (2).  If  there  had  been  no  changes  of  invest- 
ments, and  certainly  if  Consols  had  fallen  in  value  prior  to  the  re- 
inyestment  of  the  £8000  in  them,  there  would  have  been  a  residue. 
Bat  could  it  be  contended  in  any  case  that  if  any  of  the  appoint- 
ments of  the  specific  sums  had  failed,  Caroline  would  take  the  qwm 
lapsed  share  ?  Certainly  not  In  re  Barries  Trvst  (3),  Sugden 
on  Powers  (4),  Bootk  v.  JlingUm  (5),  in  which  there  was  no 
appointment  of  residue,  and  Oke  v.  Heath  (6),  are  not  really 
applicable  to  this  case;  and  Eaefwm  v.  Apjileford  (7)  may  be 
referred  to  for  the  express  purpose  of  getting  rid  of  the  argument 
that  the  question  here  is  merely  one  of  the  meaning  of  the  English 
language.  The  residuary  appointment  applies  to  a  particular  part 
of  the  original  fimds.  In  Wright  v.  Weet&n  (8)  there  was  a  gift  of 
a  certain  sum,  but  an  abatement  was  directed ;  though  the  argu- 
ment there  was,  as  here,  that  ^ residue^  meant  ''residue."  The 
appointor  here  has  shewn  that  Us  object  was  apportionment  In 
Mwi  V.  Causton  (9)  there  was  an  insufficiency  to  pay  the  whole 
of  the  funds  appointed,  and  all  parties  had  to  abate  in  propor^ 
tion;  so  in  Milkr  v.  Huddlestone  (10). 

[The  Yice-Chakcellob  referred  to  BawUnson  v.  MeMahonj 
mentioned  in  Booth  v.  Alington.'] 

(1)  14  Beav.  197.  (6)  1  Ves.  Sen.  135. 

(2)  13  Ves.  463.  (7)  10  Sim.  274 ;  5  My.  &  Cr.  66. 

(3)  Joh.  199.  (8)  26  Beav.  429. 

(4)  8th  Ed.  461.  (9)  30  Ibid.  554. 

(5)  6  D.  M.  &  G.  613.  (10)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  65. 
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y.-O.  H.        The  strong  points,  in  tliis  case  ate  the  intention  of  the  appobtor 
1874       to  apportion  the  two  funds  amongst  his  nephews  and  nieces — that 

Db  Lisle     IS  distinctly  mentioned  in  the  recitals — in  shares  and  proporUons ; 

H0DOE8      ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  dealing  with  any  funds  of  a  fluctuating  nature : 

and  that  he  appointed  in  strict  conformity  with  the  recitals,  for  be 

used  in  each  case  the  words  ^*  farther  part  of  the  said  two  several 
sums."  If  he  had  left  out  the  words  ^  or  other  the  stocks,  fands, 
or  securities/'  and  had  appointed  specific  sums  of  the  two  trust 
funds,  and  then  appointed  the  residue  of  those  two  fundsii  or,  in 
other  words,  had  specified  the  residue  as  £1714  ISs.  9d, — and  for 
present  purposes  the  appointment  ought  so  to  be  read— eyerything 
would  have  been  plain,  and  no  difficulty  would  haye  occnned. 
The  intention  would  have  been  manifest  that  Caroline  should  stand 
pari  passu  with  the  others.  The  appointor  was  dealing  with  the 
trust  funds  which  once  existed.  He  mentioned  what  they  were, 
and  expressed  a  wish  to  appoint  them  as  they  were,  and  it  is  sab- 
mitted  that  there  ought  to  be  a  declaration  that  Caroline  is  entitled 
to  a  proportionate  part  of  those  funds,  and  that  the  costs  of  all 
parties  ought  to  be  paid  out  of  them, 
f  They  also  referred  to  Hewitt  v.  Oeorge  (1)^] 

Mr.  Kardahe,  in  reply,  referred  to  Dyose  y.  Byose  (2),  Vivia% 
V.  Mortloeh  (3),  and  Walpde  v.  Apthorp  (4). 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.C,  : — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  one  of  construotiou  of  the  appoint- 
ment made  by  the  deed  poll  of  the  30th  of  Noyember,  1870. 

[After  stating  the  facts  of  the  case  (aboye  set  forth),  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  continued : — ] 

The  trust  funds  existing  at^^the  death  of  Biehard  Bodies  in 
July,  1872,  were  and  are  now  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  aeyeral 
appointments  which  precede  the  last  trust,  «.6.,  the  one  for  the 
appointor's  niece  Caroline.  The  question  is,  Is  Caroline  to  take 
nothing  and  the  others  to  abate,  or  is  the  appointment  to. Coro/tne, 
although  expressed  to  be  of  the  residue,  the  same  in  legal  operation 
as  an  appointment  of  £1714  13s.  9d,,  the  balance  of  the  two  funds, 

(1)  18  Beav.  522.  (3)  21  Bear.  252. 

(2)  IP.  Wms.  306.  (4)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  37. 
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or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  upon  which  that  sum  was     V.-O.  il. 
then  or  might  thereafter  be  invested  ?  1874 

On  behalf  of  Caroline  it  has  been  contended  that  the  latter  is  the     p,  lislb 
correct  view,  and  that  the  present  case  is  to  be  decided  as  Sir     jjoS,«. 
WHliam  Grant  decided  the  case  of  Poffe  v.  LeapinffweU  (1).    In       — 
that  case  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  held  that  the  testator  had  clearly 
shewn  that  he  considered  he  was  dealing  with  and  appointing  not 
less  than  £10,000,  and  that  the  last  donee  in  the  series  of  legatees 
to  whom  the  *^  overplus"  was  given  was, under  the  gift  of  overplus, 
entitled  to  be  treated  as  if  he  had  had  given  to  him  a  specified 
sons,  ue^  a  sum  equal,  as  if  the  sum  had  been  stated  in  figures, 
to  the  balance  of  a  sum  of  £10,000,  after  paying  the  sums  previ- 
ously given.    There  not  being  in  fact  in  that  case  £10,000,  all 
the  beneficiaries  were  required  to  abate  rateably.    It  is  to  be 
observed  that  under  the  gift  of  "  overplus  "  Sir  WiUiam  Grant  con- 
sidered that  had  there  been  more  than  £10,000  the  excess  would 
have  passed  as  "overplus." 

In  Petre  v.  Petre  (2),  a  testator  having  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  will  over  a  sum  of  stock  bequeathed  two  sums  of 
£5000  and  £5000  sterling  thereout  to  A.  and  J?.,  and  the  residue 
to  his  son.  The  stock  became  in  equity  liable  to  his  debts,  and  by 
payment  thereof  and  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  the  fund  became  less 
than  £5500  sterling.  The  Master  of  the  Bolls  held  that  the  pecu- 
niary and  residuary  legatees  were  not  liable  to  abate  proportionally, 
but  that  the  residuary  gift  failed  altogether.  The  Master  of  the 
Bolls  said  (3) :  *^  The  authority  of  Page  v.  LeapmgweU  applies 
where  the  testator  disposes  of  an  estate  which  he  assumes  will  pro- 
duce a  given  sum,  or  with  an  ascertained  fund,  in  which  cases  it  is 
indifferent,  whether,  after  he  has  given  certain  portions,  he  speci- 
fies the  remainder  by  stating  its  amount,  or  by  comprising  it  under 
the  term  of  ^  residue.'  But  in  this  case,  so  far  from  knowing  the 
amount  of  the  fund,  the  testator  could  have  no  conception  of  it ; 
for  it  was  impossible  to  ascertain  the  amount  imtil  the  fund  had 
been  realized  by  a  sale  and  the  charges  on  it  known.  If  in  this 
case  it  appeared  that  the  testator  thought  he  was  dealing  with  a 
sum  of  £7100  sterling,  and  he  had  divided  it  into  different  pro- 

(1)  18  Ves.  463.  (2)  14  Beav.  197. 

(3)  14  Beav.  200. 
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Y.-0.  H.     portions,  the  loss  would  then  fall  on  all  the  persons  interested  ia 
1874       proportion  to  their  shares,  although  the  last  portion  were  called 

2>B  L18UB     the  ^  residue/  but  that  is  not  the  case  here." 

HoMFs.         ^^  Elwes  y^  Caustan  (1),  a  testatrix  bequeathed  various  sums  of 

her  bank  stock,  part  of  £9000  like  stock,  to  several  legatees^  and 

all  the  residue  of  her  said  bank  stock  to  0.  C.  The  stock  at  h^ 
death  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  specified  sums.  It  was  held  that 
all  these  legacies,  including  the  residue  to  O.  C,  must  abate  in  pro- 
portion. The  Master  of  the  Bolls  said  (2) :  '^  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  case  comes  within  the  principle  acted  on  in  Pa^e  v.  Leapinp- 
mU  (3),  which  was  followed  by  me  in  the  cases  cited.  If  a  man 
dealing  with  a  sum  of  stock  of  a  specific  amount  say,  I  bequeath 
so  much  to  A.f  so  much  to  J?.,  and  the  rest  to  C,  the  fund  must  be 
divided  in  those  exact  proportions,  and  if  the  stock  falls  short, 
the  loss  must  be  apportioned  amongst  all  the  legatees  in  the  same 
proportion.  The  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  case  cited 
by  Mr.  Lindley  is  this,  that  the  latter  was  the  case  of  a  l^acy 
payable  out  of  stock,  and  there  was  no  gift  of  the  residue,  which 
makes  all  the  difference.  If  a  man  says,  I  have  £1500  stock,  of 
this  I  give  £1000  to  A,  and  the  rest  to  £.,  it  is  the  same  as  if  he 
said,  I  give  £1000  of  it  to  A.  and  £500  of  it  to  £.,  and  both  A 
and  B.  are  equally  objects  of  his  bounty." 

Many  other  cases  were  referred  to  in  the  argument.    I  do  not 
refer  to  them,  because  most  of  them  had  some  special  circumstances, 
and  the  law  is  really  not  in  question.    The  question  is,  Does  (be 
deed  poll  of  the  30th  of  November,  1870,  deal  with,  or,  at  all 
events,  make  an  appointment  in  reference  to  and  regulated  by 
specific  funds  of  an  unvarying  amount,  or  does  the  appointor 
assume  that  a  given  sum  will  be  available,  or  does  the  deed  poll 
not  so  deal,  and  the  appointor  not  so  assume  ?     I  think  the  deed 
poll  does  not  so  deal  with  the  trust  fund,  and  the  appointor  does 
not  so  assume.    The  appointor,  in  specifying  what  each  appointee 
is  to  take,  superadds  the  words, ''  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or 
securities,''  &c. ;  such  words  expressly  referring  to  variations  of  in- 
vestment already  made  or  thereafter  to  be  made.    I  think  the 
present  case  cannot  be  brought  within  the  case  of  Pope  v.  LeapiMff- 
weUf  and  cases  of  that  class.    I  do  not  overlook  that  the  two  flmds 

(1)  30  Beav.  664.  (2)  30  Bcav.  555.  (3)  18  Vea  463. 
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are  more  than  once  (three  times)  mentioned  without  the  addition  V.-C.  H. 
of  the  words,  "  or  other  the  stocks,**  &c. ;  but  the  places  where  i874 
those  words  are  omitted  do  not  include  any  of  the  parts  of  the  in-  dbI^e 
strament  in  which  the  particular  sums  to  be  taken  by  each  are 
declared.  I  do  not  oyerlook  that  the  two  funds  specified  would 
not— and  that  the  appointor,  no  doubt,  knew  when  the  deed-poll 
was  executed — suffice  by  a  considerable  sum  to  provide  for  the 
appointees  prior  to  Caroline.  The  appointor  commenced  his 
appointments,  %.€.,  made  the  first  recited  appointment,  when  the 
two  specified  funds  remained  unchanged,  and  he  continued  to  refer 
to  those  two  funds  subsequently  to  the  change  .of  inyestment.  He 
did  not,  I  think,  in  terms  declare  that  these  two  funds  should  be 
considered  as  continuing  for  the  purpose  of  measuring  and  appor- 
tioning the  benefits  taken  by  all  the  appointees.  So  to  hold 
would,  I  think,  be  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  meaning  and  force 
of  the  word  **  residue"  upon  conjecture,  and  not  upon  a  construc- 
tion afforded  by  intention  clearly  manifested  upon  the  face  of  the 
instrument.  I  am  not,  I  consider,  warranted  in  treating  the  words 
'*  or  other,"  &c.,  as  merely  supplementary  and  subordinate.  Much 
reliance  was  placed  on  the  recital  mentioning  that  the  appoint- 
ment was  to  be  in  shares  and  proportions,  but  this  recital  is,  I 
think,  insufficient  to  shew  that  Caroline  was,  at  all  events,  intended 
to  take  rateably  with  the  other  appointees.  On  the  whole,  I  hold 
that  the  trust  funds  must  be  distributed  rateably  amongst  the 
appointees,  exclusive  of  Caroline. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Young ^  Jacksony  <&  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Saunders  dt  Hawksford  ; 
Messrs.  Oedge^  Kirby^  &  MiUett;  Messrs.  Sarting  &  Son. 
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aJ.B.  Ex  parte  LOYERING.    Iti  re  PEACOCK. 

1^         Execution  Creditor-^  Trader  Debtor — Seizure  for  Dtbt  above  £oO^Sub8equfnt 
FA,  9.  Seizure  for  Debt  under  S&O^Liquidation  Petition  before  SaJe-^BighH  <f 

Second  Execution  Creditor-^Bankruptey  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  VieL  c.  n\, 

88.  6  (8uh'8.  5),  12,  13,  S7— Bankruptcy  RvHe8, 1870,  r.  260. 

On  the  25th  of  November  the  sheriff  seized  the  ^oods  of  a  trader  UDder  a 
writ  of  execution  for  £191,  and  on  the  16th  of  December  another  seixme 
was  made  for  a  debt  of  £32.  On  the  30th  of  December  the  debtor  filed  a 
liquidation  petition.  At  this  time  the  sheriff  was  still  in  possession,  bat  no 
sale  had  been  made.    On  the  22nd  of  January  a  trustee  was  appointed  i— 

Held,  that  the  creditor  for  the  £32  was  entitled  to  proceed  to  a  sale  under 
his  execution. 

LfN  the  30th  of  December,  1873,  John  Thomas  Peacoeh,  a  trader,, 
filed  a  liquidation  petition  in  the  London  Bankruptcy  Courts  and 
on  the  22nd  of  January,  1874,  Mr.  /.  JP.  Lovering  was  appointed 
trustee.      Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  petition  several  executions 
had  been  levied  on  the  debtor's  goods,  but  no  sale  had  been  made 
by  the  sheriff.      The  first  execution  was  levied  on  the  25th  of 
November,  by  some  creditors  named  Prosser^  for  the  sum  of 
£191  48.  6d.      Another  execution  was  levied   on  the  16th  of 
December,  by  some  creditors  named  Gh-eenlees,  for  the  sum  of 
£32  178.  3d.    On  the  8th  of  January,  1874,  the  receiver  who  had 
been  appointed  under  the  petition  obtained  an  interim  order 
restraining  all  the  execution  creditors  from  proceeding  under 
their  executions.    On  the  30th  of  January  the  trustee  appUed  to 
the  Court  for  an  order  declaring  that  the  goods  seized  under  the 
writs  belonged  to  the  trustee,  and  directing  the  sheriff  to  with- 
draw, and  for  a  perpetual  injunction  restraining  further  proceed- 
ings by  the  execution  creditors.      Mr.  Registrar  Pepys  referred 
the  case  to  the  Chief  Judge. 

Mr.  ShorUf  for  the  trustee : — 

If  the  sheriff  were  to  sell,  he  would  sell  under  both  the  writs : 
Drewe  v.  Lainson  (1)  ;  and  then,  under  sect.  87,  he  must  pay  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  to  the  trustee.    If  the  sheriff  had  sold  at 

(1)  11  A.  &  K  629,  637. 
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•once,  as  he  might  have  done  under  the  first  writ,  an  act  of  bank- 
mptcy  wonld  have  been  committed,  to  which  the  title  of  the 
trustee  woald  have  related  back.  The  triifitee  is  now  entitled  to 
the  goods  without  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  a  sale :  Ex  parte 
Hayner  (1). 

Mr.  /.  Bo9e^  for  Oreenlees : — 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Bankruptcy  Ad  to  affect  our  rights. 
Our  seizui-e  was  made  before  any  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed. 
We  are  entitled  to  realize  our  security :  Slaier  v.  Finder  (2) ;  Ex 
parte  Boeke  (3). 

Mr.  Shortly  in  reply. 

SiB  James  Bacons  C.J. : — 

No  doubt  the  question  is  one  of  some  nicety.  It  arises  by  reason 
of  the  omission  from  the  present  Bankruptcy  Act  of  the  whole- 
some and  just  provisions  contained  in  sect.  184  of  the  Act  of  1849 
<12  &  13  Vict,  c  106).  All  the  mischief  in  these  cases  has  arisen 
from  that  omission.  I  was  under  the  impression  that  the  omission 
vas  not  accidental,  but  that  the  power  given  by  sect.  13  to  restrain 
the  proceedings  of  particular  creditors  was  intended  to  be  a  substi- 
tute for  sect.  184;  but  that  view  of  mine  was  entirely  overruled 
4>7  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Ex  parte  Boeke,  and  it  was  decided  that 
the  law  is  otherwise.  The  only  question  I  have  now  to  decide  is 
whether  an  execution  creditor  for  £32,  who  seized  before  any  act 
of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  can  retain  his  security ;  and 
m  view  of  the  decisions  in  £70^  v.  Binder,  and  Ex  parte  Boeke, 
I  must  hold  that  he  can.  I  cannot  follow  the  argument  that, 
because  the  sheriff,  if  he  sells  at  all,  will  sell  under  both  the 
writs,  therefore  a  sale  will  amount  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  I 
must  hold  that  none  of  the  legal  rights  of  a  creditor  for  £32  are 
taken  away,  as  sect.  87  does  not  apply  to  his  case.  No  act  of 
fcankruptcy  could  be  committed  by  reason  of  the  levy  under  the 
first  writ  until  there  had  been  both  seizure  and  sale,  and  no  sale 
has  even  yet  taken  place.    In  the  meantime  another  creditor,  in 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  325.  (2)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  228 ;  Ibid.  7  Ex.  95. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  795. 
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the  exercifle  of  his  common  law  rights,  and  unfettered  by  any 
statutory  provision,  levies  his  execution.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  Act  to  take  away  his  rights.  Such  is  the  state  of  the  law ; 
but  it  is  not  a  case  for  giving  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Trustee  :  Messrs.  Fallows  dk  Whitehead, 
Solicitor  for  the  Creditor :  Mr.  Henry  Smithy 
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Ex  parte  LOVR    In  re  JAGGER. 

Debicr*$  Summons — Ad  of  Bankruptcy — Condemnation — Petition  for  Adjudica- 
tion^Arrangement  between  Dd>tor  and  Creditor — Dismissal  <f  Feiitum 
— Befusdl  of  Debtor  to  carry  out  the  Arrangement — New  Petition  founded 
on  same  Act  of  Bankruptcy — Bankruptcy  Bules,  1870,  r.  39. 

A  petition  in  bankruptcy  was  presented,  founded  on  non-compliance  with 
a  debtor's  summons.  Before  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing  the  debtor  pro- 
mised the  petitioning  creditor  to  secure  his  debt  and  to  pay  his  other  creditors. 
The  petition  was  dismissed  for  want  of  prosecution.  The  debtor  then  re- 
fused to  fulfil  his  promise.  The  creditor  obtained  special  leave^  under  rule 
39,  to  present  a  new  petition,  and  he  did  so  : — 

Held  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge),  that  there  htd 
been  no  condonation  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  petition  most 
be  heard  on  its  merits.  ' 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Hud- 
derefield  County  Court. 

On  the  22nd  of  September,  1873,  Mr.  J.  A.  Love  issued  a 
debtor's  summons  against  Mr.  John  Jagger  for  an  alleged  debt  of 
£740  2s.  lOcZ.  Jagger  did  not  comply  with  the  summons,  and  on 
the  16th  of  October  Love  filed  a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy against  him.  The  30th  of  October  was  fixed  for  the  hearing 
of  the  petition,  and  on  the  29th  of  October  Jagger  gave  notice  of 
his  intention  to  dispute  the  petitioning  creditor*s  debt.  On  the 
30th  of  October  an  order  was  made  extending  the  time  for  shewing 
cause  against  the  petition,  and  adjourning  the  hearing  till  the  4th 
of  November.  On  that  day  the  hearing  of  the  petition  was  agaia 
adjourned  to  the  8th  of  November  on  the  application  of  the  peti* 
tioniug  creditor.  Negotiations  then  took  place  between  Love  and 
Jagger  J  the  result  of  which  was  that  Jagger  promised  to  execute 
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a  mortgage  to  secure  Lov^s  debt,  and  to  pay  all  his  other  creditors. 
In  consequence  of  this  arrangement  Love  did  not  appear  on  the 
8th  of  November  to  prosecute  his  petition,  and  an  order  was  made 
dismissing  it.  Jogger  afterwards  refused  to  carry  out  this  arrange- 
ment and  proceeded  to  get  rid  of  his  property,  and  on  the  9th  of 
December  L(yoe  made  an  ex  parte  application  to  the  Court,  under 
rule  39  of  the  Bankruptcy  Btilea,  1870,  for  special  leave  to  file  a 
second  bankruptcy  petition  against  Jagger,  founded  on  the  same 
act  of  bankruptcy.  This  leave  was  given,  and  the  petition  was 
filed  on  the  same  day.  On  the  15th  of  December  Jagger  gave 
notice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  and  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  petition  came  on 
for  hearing  on  the  19th  of  December,  when  the  Judge  dismissed 
it^  on  the  ground  that^  the  former  petition  having  been  dismissed 
for  want  of  prosecution,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  exhausted,  and 
no  further  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  could  be  grounded  upon  it. 
Mr.  Love  appealed. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q,C.,  and  Mr.  Bclbson,  for  the  Appellant : — 

There  has  been  no  res  judicata ;  the  case  is  like  a  nonsuit  in 
an  action.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  was  complete,  and  there  was 
nothing  more  than  a  conditional  condonation  of  it.  The  condi- 
tion has  not  been  fulfilled.  An  act  of  bankruptcy  can  only  be 
purged  by  payment,  or  what  is  equivalent  to  payment.  The  old 
law  in  this  respect  has  not  been  altered  by  the  Act  of  1869. 

Mr.  Moften,  for  the  alleged  debtor : — 

This  is  a  case,  not  of  nonsuit,  but  of  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 
The  creditor  should  have  asked  to  have  the  hearing  of  the  first 
petition  adjourned  till  it  wsts  seen  whether  Jagger  fulfilled  his 
promise.  Not  having  done  so,  he  must  sufier  the  consequences 
of  bis  own  negligence.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  clearly 
condoned ;  the  summoning  creditor  alone  could  avail  himself  of  it. 
Bule  39  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  which 
results  from  non-compliance  with  a  debtor's  summons. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C.J. : — 

This  case  is  one  of  considerable  importance  as  regards  the 
practice  of  the  Court.    Unless  the  rules  of  the  Court  justify  a 
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very  flagrant  injustice  on  the  part  of  this  debtor,  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy  ought  to  be  prosecuted  against  him.    It  may  be  of 
great  importance  to  the  general  body  of  the  creditors  that  this 
should  be  done ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  way  in  which  the 
debtor  has  dealt  with  his  property  may  be  prejudicial  to  all,  or  at 
any  rate  to  some,  of  the  creditors.    The  first  thing  I  have  to  do 
is  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parliament.    The  6th 
sub-section  of  sect.  6  makes  the  failure  to  comply  with  the  require- 
ments of  a  debtor's  summons  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  then  sect.  7 
points  out  the  way  in  which  the  debtor  may  get  rid  of  the  sam- 
mens.    In  the  present  case  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the 
creditor  has  complied  with  the  requisites  of  sect  6  (sub-sect  6), 
and  it  is  equally  clear  that  when  the  prescribed  time  had  elapsed, 
the  debtor  had  not  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act,  and  a 
petition  in  bankruptcy  was  presented  against  him.    Then  some 
lurrangement  was  come  to  between  him  and  the  creditor  that  the 
debtor  would  secure  that  creditor's  debt  and  satisfy  all  his  other 
creditors.  Afterwards,  he  neglected  to  perform  that  promise,  though 
upon  its  being  made  the  bankruptcy  petition  had  been  dismissed. 
Thereupon  the  creditor  desired  to  renew  the  proceedings,  but  he  was 
prevented  from  so  doing  by  Bule  39  unless  he  first  obtained  the 
special  leave  of  the  Court  to  present  a  new  petition.  That  rule  has 
been  complied  with,  and  the  creditor  has  obtained  the  special  leave 
of  the  Court.    The  policy  of  the  rule  is  obvious ;  the  proceeding, 
once  at  an  end,  is  not  to  be  renewed  without  satisfying  the  discretion 
of  the  Court  that  there  is  proper  ground  for  doing  so.    Well,  the 
creditor  obtained  this  leave  by  the  order  of  the  9th  of  December, 
and  that  order  has  not  been  appealed  from.    Then  he  presented  a 
second  petition,  and  supported  it  by  the  requisite  evidenca    The 
debtor  gave  notice  that  he  intended  to  dispute  the  debt  and  the 
act  of  bankruptcy.    When  the  petition  came  on  for  hearing  the 
Judge  thought  that,  by  reason  of  the  arrangement  which  led  to 
the  dismissal  of  the  first  petition,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which 
it  was  founded  could  no  longer  be  resorted  to.    I  think  it  would 
be  very  dangerous  to  the  public  interests,  as  well  as  contrary  to 
the  common  sense  and  honesty  of  the  transaction,  so  to  hold.    It 
is  said  that  the  creditor  must  take  the  consequence  of  his  own 
negligence  in  allowing  the  first  petition  to  be  dismissed.  ^  I  cannot 
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find  any  trace  of  negligence.    I  think  the  creditor  has  suffered     G.  J.  B. 
enough  in  being  put  to  the  expense  of  filing  a  second  petition.    I        1S74 
think  that  every  step  has  been  taken  in  accordance  mth  the  Act     Exports 
and  the  roles.     Unless  I  am  to  hold  that  a  creditor,  who,  after  the       ^^''* 
commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  his  debtor  in  not  com-     Jagokr. 
plying  with  a  debtor's  summons,  takes  the  debtor's  word  for  pay- 
ment  of  the  debt,  thereby  loses  his  rights,  I  cannot  support  the 
order  of  the  County  Court  Judge.    The  appeal  must  be  allowed. 
The  order  must  be  discharged,  and  the  matter  must  be  remitted 
to  the  County  Court,  that  the  petition  may  be  heard  upon  its 
merits. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Evans^  Laing^  db  Eagles^ 
agents  for  Mr.  E.  Sykes^  Svddemfidd. 

Solicitors  for  the  Debtor :  Messrs.  Learoyd^  Learoyd,  dt  Peace^ 
agents  for  Messrs.  Learoyd  dt  Learoyd,  Suddersfidd. 


Ex  park  OLD.    In  re  BRIGHT.  C.j.b. 

Liquidation — Duties  of  Trustee — Payment  of  Money  into  Bank — Audit  of  Ac--         ^^!1, 
counts --Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  <fc  33  Vict.  c.  71),  m.  20,  30,  125        FcfcTo. 

{BUlhS.  8).  

In  a  liquidation  by  arrangement  the  creditors  may,  under  sect  125  (sub- 
sect  8)  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  prescribe  the  bank  into  which  the 
trustee  is  to  pay  the  moneys  which  he  receives  without  passing  any  formal 
resolution  for  the  purpose^  and  evidence  is  admissible  of  their  having 
done  so. 

The  provisions  of  sect.  20  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  as  to  the  audit  of 
the  trustee's  accounts  apply  to  liquidation  by  arrangement  as  well  as  to  bank- 
ruptcy. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Neaih 
County  Coort. 

On  the  5th  of  November,  1870,  Joseph  Bright,  a  commission 
agent  at  Briion  Ferry,  filed  a  liquidation  petition.  His  statement 
shewed  a  total  indebtedness  of  £1320  3s.  5d.,  and  assets  estimated 
as  worth  £580.  On  the  21st  of  November,  1870,  the  creditors,  at 
their  first  meeting,  resolved  upon  a  liquidation,  and  appointed  Mr. 
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G.  J.  B.      Charles  Old  trustee,  and  Mr.  William  BandaU  inspector.    Mr.  Old 
1874       was  the  manager  of  the  Neath  branch  of  the  Provincial  Banking 

Exparu     CorporoHon,  Limited,  who  claimed  to  be  creditors  of  Bright  for 
0">-       £208  19«.  2d.,  the  baknce  of  a  debt  of  £508  19«.  2d.,  for  which 

Bbight.     they  held  as  security  a  mortgage  of  the  lease  of  a  house  belonging 
to  Bright,  which  security  was  estimated  as  worth  £300.     On  the 
26th  of  November,  1870,  Old  opened  an  account  with  the  Neath 
branch  of  the  Provineial  Banking  Corporation,  Limited,  in  his  own 
name,  as  trustee  of  Brighfs  estate,  to  the  credit  of  which  account 
he  paid  all  moneys  receiyed  by  him  on  account  of  the  estate,  and 
he  made  all  payments  on  account  of  the  estate  by  means  of  cheques 
drawn  upon  the  account  so  opened.    There  was  considerable  delay 
in  reab'zing  the  estate,  partly  because  one  of  the  assets  consisted 
of  a  book  debt  of  £124  due  to  the  debtor  from  a  Mr.  Hughes,  who 
resided  in  Antigua.    The  trustee  endeavoured  to  recover  this  sum, 
but  was  unsuccessful.    Meanwhile  the  accounts  of  the  trustee  were 
never  audited,  and  no  dividend  was  declared ;  the  inspector  never 
made  any  application  to  the  trustee  for  this  purpose.    On  the  29th 
of  March,  1873,  Mr.  T.  H.  Thomas,  one  of  the  creditors,  applied  to 
the  trustee  for  an  account  of  the  estate,  and  was  informed  in  reply 
that  the  trustee  had  £192  98.  in  hand  available  for  dividend,  which 
sum  was  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  estate  in  the  books  of  the 
bank.    On  the  16th  of  June,  1873,  the  trustee  convened  by  cir- 
cular a  meeting  of  the  creditors,  for  the  purpose,  inter  alia,  of 
declaring  a  first  and  final  dividend.   This  meeting  was  held  on  the 
24th  of  June,  and  at  it  the  trustee  presented  a  statement  of  account, 
which  shewed  that  he  had  received  on  behalf  of  the  estate  various 
sums  amounting  to  £322  19s.  8d.,  and  that  he  had  expended 
£100  10s.  6d.,  leaving  a  balance  of  £222  9s.  2d.    The  trustee 
stated  that  Hughes's  debt  was  still  outstanding,  and  explained  what 
steps  he  had  taken  to  realize  it.     The  creditors  present  unani 
mously  agreed  that  Mr.  Temiani,&  solicitor,  should  take  the  mattei 
in  hand,  and  that  the  meeting  should  be  adjourned  till  he  had 
received  a  reply  from  Antigua.    The  trustee  then  expressed  his 
desire  to  declare  an  immediate  dividend ;  the  creditors,  however, 
resolved  that  no  immediate  dividend  should  be  declared,  but  that 
the  money  in  the  trustee's  hands  should  be  transferred  to  a  deposit 
account  in  the  same  bank.    This  was  done  the  next  day. 
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Ob  the  27th  of  September^  1873,  on  the  application  of  the  in-      C.J.  B. 
specter,  the  Judge  oixlered  that  Mr.  Old  should  be  removed  from  the        1874 
trusteeship;  that  he  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  application ;  that     jsxparu 
lie  should  forthwith  pay  into  the  Bank  ofEngh/nd  the  sum  of       ^^^' 
£222  9s.  2d.\  that  he  should  be  disallowed  all  remuneration  for     bbioht. 
acting  as  trustee;  that  the  Begistrar  should  inqnire  and  certify 
to  the  Court  what  sums  of  money  exceeding  £50  Old  had  kept  in 
his  hands  for  more  than  ten  days  during  the.  time  of  his  acting 
as  trustee,  and  what  was  the  amount  of  interest  thereon,  at  the 
rate  of  20  per  cent,  per  annum,  during  such  his  detention.    On 
the  30th  of  October  notice  was  given  of  an  application  to  the 
Court  to  set  aside  the  mortgage  to  the  bank,  but  this  attempt 
was  afterwards  abandoned  by  the  inspector.    The  matter  came 
before  the  Judge  again  on  the  22nd  of  December,  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  Begistrar,  and  upon  an  order  for  a  rehearing  which 
had  been  made  on  the  application  of  Old;   and  an  order  was 
then  made,  in  substitution  for  the  order  of  the  27th  of  September, 
that  Old  should  forthwith  pay  to  the  credit  of  Briffhfs  estate  the 
sum  of  £49  13a.  4i.,  being  the  amount  of  interest,  at  the  rate  of 
20  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the  various  sums  of  money  exceeding 
£50  which  Old  had  kept  in  his  hands  for  more  than  ten  days ; 
that   Old  should  pay  his  own  costs  of  the  applications  to  the 
Ck)urt ;  that  Bandaffs  costs  should  be  allowed  out  of  the  estate ; 
and  that  Old  should  forthwith  proceed  to  wind  up  the  estate  so 
far  as  practicable. 
From  this  order  Old  appealed. 

From  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  Old  it  appeared  that  at  the  first 
beetiBg  of  the  creditors,  on  the  21st  of  November,  1870,  after 
[  kis  appointment  as  trustee,  he  stated  that  it  was  his  intention  to 

ty  all  moneys  received  by  him  on  account  of  the  estate  to  an 
count  to  be  opened  at  the  Neath  branch  of  the  bank,  and  that 
^'  he  creditors  assented  to  this  course,  though  no  formal  resolution 
>' ' '^  that  effect  was  passed  by  them.  The  Chief  Judge  thought  that 
^  %ia  fact  v^as  satisfactorily  established  by  the  evidence. 

yii^\  Mr-  Boxhv/rghj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  G.  W.  Lawrance,  for  the  Appel- 
a:  fint  :— 

d . '  This  being  a  case  of  liquidation  by  arrangement^  the  creditora 
Yoi^  XVII.  2  L  2 
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0.  J.  B.  sufiSciently  pFescribed  the  bank  into  which  the  trostee  was  to  pay 

1874  the  money  which  he  received.    There  is  no  ground  for  saying  that 

Ex  parte  he  kept  any  of  the  money  which  belonged  to  the  estate  in  his  own 

^^^'  hands,  and  no  gronnd  for  charging  him  with  interest    Sect  30 

Bright,  does  not  apply  to  liquidation. 

"■"  ,^  [They  were  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Mr.  Be  Oex,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Finhy  Knighi^  for  the  inspector:— 

By  virtue  of  sect.  125  (sub-sect  9)  the  provisions  of  sect  30  are 
made  applicable  to  liquidation  by  arrangement  There  was  no 
proper  prescribing  by  the  creditors,  under  sect.  125^  sub-sect  8, 
of  the  bank  into  which  money  was  to  be  paid  by  the  trustee ;  it 
ought,  therefore,  to  have  been  paid  into  the  Bank  of  England, 
and  as  it  was  not,  it  must  be  treated  as  having  been  kept  in  the 
trustee's  own  hands.  The  trustee  was  guilty  of  great  neglect, 
and  ought  at  any  rate  to  suffer  in  the  matter  of  costs. 

Sir  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — 

The  trustee  ought  not  to  make  any  use  for  his  own  purposes 
of  the  moneys  which  come  to  his  hands,  nor  to  deal  with  them 
in  any  way  which  can  cause  a  reasonable  suspicion : — [His  Lord- 
ship referred  to  sect  30  and  sect.  125,  sub-sect.  8,  of  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Aetf  1869 : — "]  Nothing  is  said  in  sub-sect  8  about  tbe 
creditors  passing  any  resolution;  it  simply  says  that  they  ''may 
prescribe  the  bank "  into  which  the  trustee  is  to  pay  the  money 
which  he  receives.  In  this  case  I  think  the  evidence  is  conclu- 
sive that  the  creditors  did,  at  their  first  general  meeting,  prescribe 
thdt  the  trustee  should  pay  the  moneys  received  by  him  to  the 
Neaih  branch  of  the  Provincial  Banking  Corporation,  and  that 
that  direction  has  been  properly  followed  by  him.  An  account 
was  opened  there,  not  in  his  own  name  simply,  but  an  acconnt 
which  earmarked  the  money  paid  to  it  as  belonging  to  the  trost 
estate.  The  trustee  could  not  then,  unless  he  committed  a  fraud, 
use  the  money  paid  to  the  credit  of  that  account  as  his  own.  I 
think  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the  Act  have  been  com- 
plied with,  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for  charging  the  trustee 
with  interest  He  cannot  be  said  to  have  kept  the  money  in  his 
own  hands,  or  to  have  dealt  with  it  in  any  way  improperly.    But 
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this  order  for  payment  of  interest  is  not  the  only  wrong  which      0.  J.  B. 
has  been  done  in  the  present  case.    Nothing  was  for  a  long  time       1874 
done  in  the  liquidation  except  that  ineffectual  attempts  were     Bxpatu 
made  to  recover  the  debt  due  from  AnHffua.     Then,  in  June,       ^"^' 
1873,  a  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  called  by  the  trustee.    The     BBiasr. 
meetii^  was  held ;   accounts  were  rendered  by  the  trustee,  and 
all  the  facts  were  stated  from  the  begii^iing  of  the  liquidation. 
The  inspector,  whose  duty  it  was,  under  sect.  20,  to  audit  the 
accounts  every  three  months,  had  remained  perfectly  supine;  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  trustee  did  not  submit  his  accounts  for 
audit.    Neither  of  them  can  complain  of  the  conduct  of  the  other ; 
they  have  both  neglected  their  duty.    Then  Banddll  raised  a 
suggestion  that  the   mortgage  to  the  bank  was  a  fraudulent 
preference,  and  that  Old^  by  reason  of  his  position  as  an  officer 
of  the  bank,  could  not  hold  an  even  hand  in  the  investigation 
of  this    question.     If  the   case  thus  suggested  had  had  any 
foundation,  it  would   have  been  easy  for  the  Judge  to  direct 
an  inquiry  into  the  facts.    He  made   the  order  to  remove  the 
trustee  under  a  mistake  as  to  the  facts,  and  on  the  re-hearing 
he  said  that  the  facts  were  so  changed  that  he  would  not  abide 
by  his  original  order.     The  inspector,  who  was  the  author  of  the 
su^estion  that  the  security  of  the  bank  was  invalid,  admitted 
that  he  had  made  inquiry  into  the  facts,  and  that  he  found  the 
transaction  to  be  one  which  was  wholly  unassailable.    There  re- 
mained, then,  only  the  question  respecting  the  balance  in  the 
trustee's  hands*    The  creditors,  at  their  meeting  in  June,  1873, 
agreed  that  this  balance  should  be  placed  on  a  deposit  account 
with  the  same  bank ;  they  adopted  what  had  been  done.    This 
adoption,  could  not,  of  course,  countervail   the  .express  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  of  Parliament.     But  in  a  case  of  liquidation 
by  arrangement,  where  the  spirit  of  the  Act  is  that  the  cre- 
ditors shall  manage  their  own  affairs,  I  think  that  the  mode  of 
dealing  which  has  been  adopted  is  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act.    What  benefit  could  the  trustee  have  hoped 
to  derive  for  himself  or  for  his  employers  from  the  payment  of 
the  £222  into  the  bank  of  which  he  was  the  manager  ?    All  this 
lengthened  litigation  has  been  carried  on  for  no  useful  purpose 
whatever.    It  is  not  to  be  endured  that  the  money  of  the  credi- 
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0.  J.  B.     tot's  should  be  swallowed  tip,  and  the  time  of  the  Court  wasted, 

:  1874        in  disputes  of  tliis  kind.    It  is  my  determination  to  guard,  as  far 

.    Ez  parts     ^  I  c<^9  against  such  abuses.    I  therefore  discharge  the  order  of 

^"'^        the  22nd  of  December,  so  far  as  it  directs  the  payment  of  inte- 

Bbight.     rest  by  the  trustee.      The  trustee  must,  however,  bear  his  own 

costs  of  the  application,  but  I  discharge  that  part  of  the  order 

which  gives  Bandall  his  costs  out  of  the  estate.    The  trustee  has 

in  truth  and  honesty,  though  he  has  not  in  form,  dischaiged  his 

duty. 

Mr.  Bo3sburgh : — ^If  I  had  been  heard  in  reply,  I  should  have 
contended  that  the  provision  of  sect.  20  as  to  the  audit  of  the 
trustee's  accounts  once  in  three  months  does  not  apply  to  liquida- 
tion by  arrangement. 

Sib  James  Bacon,  C. J. : — ^I  hold  that  it  applies  as  much  to 
liquidation  as  to  bankruptcy. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant:  Messrs.  Norris,  Aliens,  dt  Carter^ 
agents  for  Mr.  Tennant,  Aberavon. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  Messrs.  Vizard,  Crowder,  d  C^., 
agents  for  Mr.  jB.  T.  Leyson,  Neath. 
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DORIN  V.  DOEIN.  v.-c.  M. 

[1873    D.    28.]  1232 

JJffm     22   * 

WiU^lUegUimcUe  Children — Gift  to  Children  held  to  apply  to  reputed  Children,  jy^^  3'  4^  20, 

A  testator  gave  all  his  real  and  personal  property  to  his  wife,  M,  D.,  in 
trust  to  apply  the  same  to  her  own  personal  use  for  life,  and  he  left  her  at 
liberty  to  dispose  of  the  property  amongst  their  children  by  will  as  she 
should  think  fit ;  and,  should  she  make  no  will,  he  desired  that  the  property 
existing  at  her  death  should  be  divided  equally  between  his  children  by  her. 
The  testator  had  two  illegitimate  children  by  M.  2>.,  who  were  reoc^ised  by 
him  and  baptised  as  his  children,  and  he  had  married  her  the  day  before  he 
made  his  will.    There  were  no  children  bom  after  the  marriage : — 

Held^  that  the  two  illegitimate  children  were  the  objects  of  the  power  of 
appointment  to  3f.  i>.,  and  that  they  would  take  as  the  children  of  the 
testator  by  her  in  default  of  her  executing  the  power. 

Joseph  Alexander  dobi^  made  his  wiii,  dated  the  3oth 

of  April,  1864,  in  the  following  terms :  **  I  bequeath  all  I  possess, 
real  and  personal  property,  to  my  wife,  Margaret  Ohririiana  Dorin, 
in  trust,  that  she  shall  apply  the  same  to  her  own  personal  use 
daring  the  term  of  her  natural  life.  And  I  leave  her  at  liberty  to 
direct  the  disposal  of  the  property  amongst  our  children  by  will  at 
her  death,  in  such  manner  as  she  shall  think  fit ;  and  should  she 
make  no  will  I  desire  that  the'  property  existing  at  her  death  shall 
be  divided,  so  far  as  it  may  be  practicable  to  do  so,  equally  between 
my  children  by  her.  And  I  nominate  my  said  wife,  Margaret 
Christiana  Dorin^  to  be  the  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will." 

The  testator  died  on  the  22nd  of  December,  1872,  and  the  will 
was  proved  by  his  widow,  the  Plaintiff,  who  was  now  his  sole  legal 
personal  representative.  He  died  seised  of  a  freehold  house  at 
BaysuHxter,  and  possessed  of  personal  property  of  the  value  of 
about  £23,000. 

The  testator  was  twice  married.    By  his  first  marriage  he  had 

two  children,  both  of  whom  died  before  the  date  of  the  will.    One 

of  these  children  died  intestate,  and  without  issue ;  but  the  other, 

a  son,  left  issue  an  only  child,  the  Defendant,  Ar^r  Frederick 

Dorin,  who  was  now  his  heir-at-law  and  next  of  kin. 

By  the  Plaintiff,  with  whom  he  intermarried  on  the  29th  of 
VouXVlt  2M  2 
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V.-O.  M.     April,  1864,  the  day  before  the  date  of  his  will,  he  had  two  ille- 

1873       gitimate  children,  that  is  to  say,  the  Defendants,  Charles  Alexander 

■^^1^      Bonn  and  William  James  Darin,  both  of  whom  were  bom  preyioiis 

-.  ^-         to  the  marriage ;  the  elder  of  the  two  in  November,  1855,  and  the 

younger  in  May,  1861.    They  were  consequently  infants  of  the 

respective  ages  of  eighteen  years  and  twelve  years. 

Difficulties  had  arisen  as  to  the  extent  of  the  interests  of  the 
persons  beneficially  interested  under  the  will.  This  bill  was 
therefore  filed  by  the  testator's  widow  for  the  administration  of  his 
estate,  and  that  the  trusts  of  the  will  might  be  declared,  and  might 
be  carried  into  effect  under  the  direction  of  the  Court. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  testator  was  married  to 
his  first  wife,  Anna  Patton^  at  CodcyUa^  on  the  12th  of 'April,  1823. 
That  he  continued  to  live  with  the  said  Anna  Dorin  in  India  for 
many  years,  until  she  left  him  and  came  to  England.  That  the 
testator  also  returned  to  England  in  the  year  1840,  and  remained 
until  1842,  during  which  time  he  lived  with  his  wife,  Anna  Dorin. 
He  then  went  back  to  India,  and  there  formed  a  connection  with 
the  Plaintiff,  who  was  then  the  widow  of  a  Mr.  Twentyman,  and 
he  lived  with  her  until  his  final  return  to  England,  in  June,  1858. 
He  had  had  one  child  by  Mrs.  Twentyman  while  in  India,  namely, 
the  Defendant,  Charles  Alexander  Dorin.  Upon  the  testator's 
return  home  he  again  resided  with  his  wife,  Anna  Dorin^  until  the 
month  of  October,  1859,  when  he  lived  only  partially  with  her, 
and  was  frequently  absent  in  London,  residing  during  those  periods 
with  the  Plaintiff,  until  the  death  of  Anna  Dorin,  which  took 
place  on  the  9th  of  April,  1863. 

The  Defendant,  William  James  Dorin,  the  second  son  of  the 
Plaintiff  by  the  testator,  was  bom  in  England,  in  May,  1861,  and 
both  these  children  were  baptized  in  a  Roman  CSatholic  chapel  in 
London.  There  was  an  affidavit  by  John  Bonus,  a  Boman  Catholic 
priest,  to  the  effect  that,  according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the 
Boman  Catholic  Church  illegitimate  children  cannot  be  baptized 
in  their  father's  name  without  his  consent,  and  that  the  testator 
gave  the  witness  his  consent  in  writing  to  the  said  children  being 
baptised  in  his  name,  and  that  he  well  knew  the  testator  was 
cohabiting  with  the  Plaintiff,  and  that  the  testator  always  acknow- 
ledged these  children,  and  treated  them  as  his  own. 
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There  was  farther  evidence  shewing  that  the  testator  had  always     v.-c.  M. 
recognised  these  children  and  treated  them  as  his  own.  1S73 


trosteeSy  stated  the  facts  of  the  case. 

Mr.  J.  Pearsony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JifiZZar^  for  the  grandson  of  the 
testator: — 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  any  particular  interest  can  be  raised 
on  behalf  of  the  illegitimate  children  of  the  testator.  The  hard- 
ship lies  on  the  part  of  the  grandson,  the  son  of  the  only  surviying 
legitimate  child.  If  the  property  is  held  to  go  to  the  two  illegiti- 
mate children,  then  the  heir  of  the  testator  and  his  only  grandson 
is  unprovided  for ;  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  gift  fails,  then  the 
grandson  will  take  as  heir  and  next  of  kin*  of  the  testator,  after 
the  death  of  the  Plaintiff.  The  mle  as  to  illegitimate  children  is 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Warner  v.  Warner  (1).  Here  there 
are  no  words  used  except  '^  children,"  and  that  word  signifying 
legitimate  children,  it  must  be  taken  that  no  children  of  the 
testator  by  his  wife  Margaret  Dorin  can  take,  except  legitimate 
children.  In  all  the  authorities  upon  this  subject  the  question  has 
been  whether  illegitimate  children  were  sufficiently  designated. 
In  WHkinsan  v.  Adam  (2)  the  devise  was  **  to  the  child  or  children 
I  may  have  by  Ann  Lewis,**  who  was  not  his  wife.  There  the 
testator  designated  his  illegitimate  children.  It  was  a  necessary 
implication,  that  is,  so  strong  a  probability  of  intention,  that  a 
contrary  intention  could  not  be  supposed.  Orooh  v.  EiU  (3)  was 
a  very  peculiar  case ;  the  testator  chose  to  designate  his  daughter 
as  the  wife  of  a  man  to  whom  she  was  actually  married,  although 
no  valid  marriage  could  ever  have  taken  place  between  them,  as 
she  was  his  deceased  wife's  sister,  therefore  the  words  could  not 
apply  to  legitimate  children.  The  testator  denoted  those  par- 
ticular illegitimate  children  of  his  daughter  by  a  particular  man, 
and  he  knew  there  could  be  no  legitimate  children  between  his 
daughter  and  that  man.  In  the  case  of  Oahb  v.  Prendergasl  (4) 
the  limitation  under  which  illegitimate  children  were  held  to  take 

(1)  20  L.  J.  (Ch.)  273.  (3)  Law  Rep.  6  Oh.  311. 

(2)  1  V.  &  B.  422.  (4)  1  K.  &  J.  439. 

2  if  2  2 
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y.-a  ikL     ^as  in  a  settlement^  but  it  was  assumed  that  the  oonstrnction  of 
1878        the  same  words  in  a  will  would  have  excluded  illegitimate  diiildren 
DoBiN       horn  at  the  date  of  the  will,  because  of  the  possibility  that  legiti- 
j^^^       mate  children  might  be  bom  after  the  date  of  the  will. 
—  In  In  re  BrowrCs  Trust  (1)  the  testator  distinctly  says  that  the- 

gift  is  to  include  illegitimate  children.  In  order  to  let  in  ill^ti- 
mate  children  under  a  gift  to  children,  it  must  be  clear  upon  the 
terms  of  the  will  itself,  or  according  to  the  state  of  facts  at  the 
making  of  it,  that  legitimate  children  never  could  have  taken. 
This  is  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  Lord  EldorCs  position  in  Wilkin- 
son V.  Adam  (2),  and  forms  a  test  by  which  the  claim  of  illegitimate 
children  is  always  to  be  tried. 

[They  also  cited  Jarman  on  Wills  (3) ;  In  re  Sayer'a  TrusU  (4).] 

Mr.  Glasse,  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Vatighan  Eawkina,  for  the  two  illegiti- 
mate children  of  the  testator: — 

It  is  impossible  to  satisfy  the  words  of  this  will  without  applying- 
them  to  the  illegitimate  children  of  the  testator,  which  he  had  had 
by  his  wife  before  his  marriage  with  her.  Nothing  can  be  more 
distinct  than  the  definition  of  the  illegitimate  children.  They  were- 
the  only  children  who  oould  answer  the  description,  and  it  has  often 
been  decided  that^  where  illegitimate  children  are  distinctly  pointed 
out,  there  the  gift  to  such  children  will  take  effect :  WSkin$on  v. 
Adam. 

In  Crook  v.  HiU  (5),  Lord  Justice  James  said,  ^  The  question 
resolves  itself  into  this :  whether,  having  regard  to  the  language  of 
this  will,  guarding  ourselves  scrupulously  against  indulgmg  in 
conjecture,  or  in  an  attempt  to  do  what  we  think  the  testator 
would  have  done  if  he  had  been  better  informed,  or  better  advised, 
but  taking  into  consideration  the  whole  of  the  will,  and  the  whole 
of  the  surrounding  circumstances  at  the  time  the  will  was  made, 
which  are  legitimately  to  be  brought  in  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining his  expressions,  though  not  for  the  purpose  of  altering  or 
adding  to  them,  there  is  in  this  case  so  strong  a  probability  of 
intention  to  include  or  not  to  exclude  the  children  in  question  as 

(1)  Law  Bep.  16  Eq.  239.  (3)  3ni  Ed.  vol.  ii.  205. 

(2)  1  V.  &  B.  422.  (4)  Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  319. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  6  Gh.  311,  815. 


Dec,  20.    Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  will  o{  Joseph  Alexander 
Borin,  dated  the  30th  of  April,  1864,  which  is  in  these  few  words : 
"  I  bequeath  all  I  possess,  real  and  personal  property,  to  my  wife, 
Hargaret  Christiana  Darin,  in  trust,  that  she  shall  apply  the  same 
to  her  own  personal  use  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life.  And 
I  leave  her  at  liberty  to  direct  the  disposal  of  the  property  amongst 

(1)  1  Madd.  430.  (3)  Law  Rep.  10  Eq.  160. 

(2)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  697.  (4)  1  V.  &  B.  422. 

(5)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  702. 
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that  a  contrary  intention  cannot  be  supposed."  Then  he  looks  to  V.-C.  M. 
the  facts  which  surrounded  the  testator  when  he  made  his  will.  1873 
In  Beaeheroft  y.  Beaeheroft  (1),  it  was  held  that  parol  eyidence  dobik 
might  be  giyen  to  shew  who  the  testator  considered  in  the  character 
ef  children.  Looking  at  all  the  circumstances  in  this  case  it  cannot 
be  supposed  that  this  testator,  by  using  the  words  "  our  children  " 
and  ''  my  children  by  her,"  could  mean  any  other  children  than 
those  he  and  she  then  had.  The  case  of  Owen  y.  Bryant  (2),  is 
strongly  in  our  fayour,  where  a  testator  gave  property  to  be  divided 
among  all  and  every  his  children  by  his  then  wife,  and  it  was  held 
that  one  child,  out  of  his  nine  children,  who  was  illegitimate,  took 
equally  with  the  others.  So  in  Lepine  v.  Bean  (3),  where  there 
was  a  gift  by  a  testator  of  the  residue  of  his  property  equally 
between  aU  his  children,  and  he  had  no  legitimate  children,  it  was 
held  that  an  illegitimate  child  living  at  the  date  of  the  will  was 
entitled  to  the  whole  property,  a  subsequently  bom  child  being 
excluded. 

Then,  in  answer  to  the  argument  that  by  deciding  in  feivour  <tf 
existing  illegitimate  children  it  would  be  excluding  subsequently 
bom  legitimate  children,  we  submit  that  even  if  the  testator  con- 
templated the  possibility  of  future  legitimate  children,  there  is  no 
rule  which  should  prevent  them  from  taking  jointly  with  ill^'ti- 
mate  children.  This  was  clearly  stated  by  the  Judges  in  Wilkin^ 
son  y.  Adam  (4),  and  Owen  v.  Bryant  (5). 

Mr.  Pearson,  in  reply. 


V. 
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Y.-O.  M.  our  children  by  will,  at  her  death,  in  such  manner  as  she  shall 
187S  think  fit»  and  shonid  she  make  no  will,  I  desire  that  the  property 
:ocwf  existing  at  her  death  shall  be  divided,  so  far  as  it  may  be  practic- 
able to  do  so,  equally  between  my  children  by  her.  And  I  nominate 
my  said  wife,  Margaret  Christiana  Dorin,  to  be  the  sole  executrix 
of  this  my  wilL" 

The  testator  at  the  date  of  his  will  had  two  children  only  living, 
namely,  the  Defendants^  Charles  Alexander  Darin  and  WiUiam 
James  Darin,  and  the  question  is,  whether  they  can  take  under  the 
description  of  his  children  by  his  wife,  they  having  been  bom 
before  he  had  married  her. 

The  general  rule  that  a  bequest  to  the  children  of  the  testator, 
or  of  any  other  person,  must  prima  facie  be  taken  to  mean  legiti- 
mate children,  is  not  and  cannot  be  disputed.  Whether  illegitimate 
children  can  take  under  that  description,  must  depend  upon  the 
language  of  the  will  itself,  or  upon  that  language  as  interpreted  by 
surrounding  circumstances;  for  in  order  to  ascertain  what  the 
testator  meant  by  particular  words,  it  is  proper  for  the  Court,  as 
far  as  possible,  to  put  itself  in  the  position  of  the  testator,  and 
from  that  position  and  the  surrounding  circumstances,  to  ascertain 
and  interpret  the  language  of  his  wilL  It  is  necessary,  therefore, 
in  order  to  ascertain  what  this  testator  meant  by  '^our  children^ 
and  **  my  children  by  her,"  to  look  at  the  situation  of  the  testator 
when  he  made  his  wiU. 

He  had  been  a  civil  servant  in  India,  and  had,  no  doubt,  gone  to 
that  country  at  an  early  age.  He  had  married  a  Miss  PimUoii  in 
1823 ;  by  her  he  had  two  sons,  both  of  whom  had  died  before  the 
date  of  the  will,  one  without  issue,  and  the  other  leaving  an  only 
son,  the  Defendant  Arthur  Frederick  Dorin^  who  was  bom  in 
1846,.  and  who  was  consequently  heir-at-law  and  sole  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator.  The  first  wife  of  the  testator,  having  been  with 
him  in  India,  appears  to  have  returned  to  England,  leaving  the 
testator  there,  in  or  shortly  before  1850,  and  soon  after  that  the 
testator  began  a  cohabitation  with  the  Plaintiff^  who  was  then  the 
widow  of  a  Captain  Tweniyman^  and  he  continued  that  oohabitatioD 
in  India  till  his  final  return  to  England  in  1858,  and  the  result  of 
that  connection  was  the  birth  of  the  Defendant  Charles  Alemnder 
Darin  in  1855.    The  Plaintiff,  with  her  child  by  the  testator,. 
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came  to  England  in  the  early  part  of  1858,  and  was  soon  after-  V.-C.  M. 
wards  followed  by  the  testator,  who  then  finally  took  up  his  abode  1873 
in  this  country.  Upon  his  return  he  lived  with  his  first  wife  at  -dq^ 
Chepstow  for  some  months,  and  he  continued  substantially  to  live 
with  her  up  to  the  time  of  her  death,  in  1863,  though  in  the  latter 
part  of  her  life  he  spent  the  greater  part  of  his  time  with  the 
Plaintifi^  with  whom  he  always  continued  his  connection  from  the 
time  of  his  return  to  England^  successfully  concealing  it  from  his 
wife  up  to  a  very  late  period,  when  the  discovery  of  the  intimacy 
is  stated,  as  might  have  been  expected,  to  have  greatly  embittered 
the  latter  days  of  her  life.  A  second  child  of  this  illicit  connec- 
tioD,  the  Defendant  William  Janies  Alexander  Dorin^  was  born  in 
1861,  and  the  testator's  first  wife  having  died  in  April,  1863,  he 
married  the  Plaintiff  on  the  29th  of  April,  1864,  and  his  will,  which 
I  have  now  to  construe,  was  made  the  day  after  that  marriage, 
namely,  on  the  30th  of  April,  1864. 

It  is  clearly  proved  in  the  cause,  and  was  fully  admitted  by 
Mr.  Feareon^  as  counsel  for  the  grandson,  that  the  testator  always 
acknowledged  the  two  Defendants^  who  were  his  illegitimate 
children  by  the  Plaintiff,  as  his  children.  He  had  them,  in  fact, 
baptized  as  such.  This  appears  by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  jBonus,  a 
Boman  Gatholic  priest,  who  baptized  the  children.  He  states 
that,  according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Boman  Catholic 
Ohurch,  illegitimate  children  cannot  be  baptized  and  registered 
in  their  father's  name  without  his  consent;  that  he  was  ac- 
quainted with  the  testator  and  with  the  Plaintiff,  and  was  aware 
that  they  had  cohabited  together  for  some  time,  but  had  not  then 
been  married,  and  that  the  testator  gave  him  a  written  authority 
to  register  th^  children  in  his  name,  and  that  subsequently  tlie 
testator  had  frequently  acknowledged  that  he  was  the  father  of 
Charles  Alexander  Darin  and  of  William  James  Alexander  Dorin, 
and  made  no  concealment  of  the  fact.  Then  he  proves  the 
extracts  from  the  register  of  baptisms  at  the  Boman  Catholic 
Church,  Charles  Alexander  Dorin  having  been  baptized  on  the 
30th  of  November,  1858,  and  W.  J.  ±  Dorin  on  the  26th  of  July, 
1861. 

Then  there  is  the  aflidavit  of  Mr.  Peter  Wood  and  Mr.  Wharton 
Wood,  who  say  they  were  intimately  acquainted  with  the  testator 
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Y.-C.  M.     from  the  time  of  his  return  from  India  until  his  death,  and  they 

1873        attended  the  Plaintiff  professionally  upon  the  birth  of  W*  J.  A. 

Doaiif      Dorin,  and  that  the  testator  always  acknowledged   both  the 

jy^j^      children  to  be  his  own,  and  treated  them  in  all  respects  as  though 

**-^        they  had  been  his  legitimate  issue.    Mr.  Dtwcd  also  testifies  to  the 

fact  that  the  testator  treated  both  the  children  as  though  they  had 

been  his  legitimate  issue,  and  always  acknowledged  them  to  be 

his,  and  treated  them  with  great  affection ;  and  evidence  quite  as 

strong  in  support  of  these  children  haying  been  acknowledged  by 

the  testator  as  his  own  is  given  in  the  affidavits  of  Mr.  Salter  and 

Mr.  Mitter. 

Under  these  circumstances,  what  did  the  testator  mean  by  the 
expressions,  *^  our  children  "  *'  and  my  children  by  her  *?  It  cannot 
for  a  moment  be  doubted,  and  indeed  it  was  fairly  admitted  by  Mr. 
Pearson,  that  he  must  have  intended  the  two  illegitimate  childien 
he  already  had  by  the  Flainti£  The  intention,  then,  being  clear, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  <sarry  that  intention,  which,  as  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer  said,  is  the  polar  star  of  construotion,  into  effect, 
if  it  can  do  so  without  infringing  any  principle  or  settLed  rale  of 
law.  It  was  argued  that,  since  the  testator  had,  by  marvying  the 
mother  of  these  children,  put  himself  in  the  position  of  possihihty 
of  having  legitimate  children  by  her,  his  will  must  neeessaiily  be 
construed  as  having  such  children  only  in  his  eoniemplattom;  bat 
such  a  construction  would,  in  my  opinioo,  be  a  violaticm  of  his 
language,  which  to  my  miad  plainly  points  to  existing  and  not  to 
future  children,  though  future  children  might  well  be  iiudiided  in 
the  gift ;  and,  considenng  the  number  of  yean'  the  connection  with 
the  Plaintiff  had  oontiiiU0d,,and  tfattt  no>  child  had  h&em  bom  for 
nearly  four  yveara,  it  is  most  improbable.  Ihat  he  hadiutvife  chikbea 
in  contemplation,  and  all  but  impossible  that  ha  had  sodi  ohiUND 
exclusively,  in  view. 

The  law  is  clearly  settled  that  existing  illegitimate  ohildien  may 
take  under  the  dcscciption  of /children  whenever  it  can  be  aseer- 
tained  that  it  is  intended  that  they  should  do  so.  TbB  great 
leading  authority  on  this  subject  is  WSkinaot^  v*  Adam  (1),  wkidi 
is  the  one  principally  referred  to  in  the  argument  on  bothsidefi. 
In  that  case,  /.  Wilkinson  by  his  will  devised  certain  estates  ^  to 

(1)  1  V.  &  B.  422. 
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the  use  and  behoof  of  the  child  or  children  which  I  may  have  by  V.-G.  M. 
Ann  Lewis  (who  now  lives  with  me),  to  be  divided  equally  between  1873 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  and  his,  her,  or  their  heirs  for  ever."  dobin 
The  three  Judges  who  sent  their  opinion  in  that  case  to  the  Lord 
Chancellor  stated  (1) :  ^'  With  respect  to  the  three  children  who 
were  born  before  the  making  of  the  will,  the  depositions  prove  most 
abondantly  that  they  had  then  acquired  the  reputation  of  being 
the  children  of  the  testator  by  Awth  Lems,  and  thinking,  for  the 
reasons  above  given,  that  they  were  the  intended  objects  of  the 
testator's  bounty,  we  think  that  they  are  intended  to  take  the  real 
estate  under  the  will  itself,  without  the  aid  or  explanation  of  any 
other  papers.  It  has  been  argued,  though  not  much  pressed,  that 
this  devise  applies  only  to  future  illegitimate  children,  and  is 
therefore  void ;  but,  looking  to.  different  parts  of  the  will,  we 
think  it  dearly  appears  (if  that  were  necessary)  that  the  testator 
had  in  his  aetual  contemplation  the  illegitimate  children  who  were 
then  bom,  as  well  as  those  whom  he  might  afterwards  have  by 
Ann  Lewis,  It  was  also  urged  that,«a6  the  testator  re-publidbed 
his  will  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  when  the  event  ei  his 
marrying  Ann  Lewis  was  thereby  brought  within  his  own  power,  it  is 
fairly  to  be  presuaned  that  under  the  description  of  his  children  by 
Ann  Lewis  he  meant  such  children  as  he  might  have  by  her  if  he 
should  afterwards  marry  her;  but  we  think  that  in  the  constmc- 
tion  of  this  devise  the  intention  of  the  testator  is  to  be  collected 
from  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  when  he  made  his  will,*  not 
when  he  re^pabUshed  it ;  and  we  also  think  that  if  the  aiteration 
which  took  plaoe  in  the  interval  between  the  malqng  and  re* 
publishing  his  will  were  taken  into  the  aooount,  enough  would  still 
remain  tD  shew  that  has  illegititnate  ohildzen  by  Anm  Lewis  were 
the  obfeete  whimx  he  had  in  view." 

Then,  Lord  Eldon  says  (2) :  '^  In  all  the  cases  that  I  have  seen 
having  relation  to  this  question,  the  illegitimate  children,  if  they 
were  to  take^  must  ha^re  taken,  not  by  any  demonstration  arising 
out  of  the  will  itself,  but  by  the  effect  of  evidence  dehors,  read, 
or  attempted  to  be  read,  with  a  view  to  establish,  not  out  of 
the  contents  of  the  will  but  by  something  extrinsic,  who  were 
intended  to  be  the  devisees ;  and  if  my  juc^ment  upon  this  case 

(1)  1  V.  &  B.  450.  (2)  1  V.  &  B.  462. 
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y.-O.  M«     is  supposed  to  rest  upon  any  eyidence  out  of  the  will  except  that 

1873        which  establishes  the  fact  that  there  were  individuals  who  had 

DoBiir      gained  by  reputation  the  name  and  character  of  his  children,  that 

DoBiN       conclusion  is  drawn  without  sufficient  attention  to  the  grounds  on 

which  the  judgment  is  formed ;  my  opinion  being,  that,  taking  the 

fact  as  established  that  there  were  children  who  had  gained  the 
reputation  of  being  his  children,  it  does  necessarily  appear  <mi 
the  will  itself  that  he  intended  those  children.  If  that  principle 
is  just,  and  this  case  falls  within  its  reach,  all  the  cases  cited  are 
inapplicable  to  this." 

It  is  said  that  the  case  of  Beaeheroft  v.  Beaehcrofl  (1)  is  no 
longer  law ;  but  I  do  not  agree  with  that.  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  Y.C^ 
says  in  that  case  (2) :  ''  In  construing  a  will,  the  intention  is  the 
polar  star,  and  to  discover  that,  the  words  and  context  of  the  will 
must  be  considered ;  but  if  there  is  a  latent  ambiguity,  evidence 
is  admissible  to  shew  who  the  testator  was  in  the  habit  of  consider- 
ing in  the  character  described  in  his  will.  I  know  of  no  rale 
which  prevents  illegitimate  children  claiming  under  a  class  or 
description  as  well  as  any  other  stranger.  Such  children  are  not 
prohibited  from  taking,  as  by  the  civil  law,  and  I  see  no  reason  to 
prevent  them  taking  under  a  general  desoriptmi.  It  is  immoral 
to  become  the  father  of  such  children,  but  having  them,  it  is  a 
duty  to  provide  for  them ;  it  would  be  an  aggravation  of  the 
father's  fault  not  to  do  so,  and,  indeed  by  several  statutes,  a  puta- 
tive &ther  is  compellable  to  provide  for  them." 

In  Lepine  v.  Bean  (3),  the  testator,  WiUiam  Bean,  gave  bis  real 
and  personal  estate  to  trustees  oa  trust  to  pay  the  income  to  bis 
"  dear  wife  Margaret  Bean "  for  life,  provided  she  should  so  long 
continue  his  widow  and  unmarried,  and  after  her  death,  or  second 
marriage,  upon  trust  to  divide  the  estate  between  all  his  children  in 
equal  shares.  The  testator  was  not  married  to  Marparei  Bean,  bat 
he  had  a  wife  named  EUziAeth  Bean  living ;  he  had  had  no  children 
by  her,  and  had  always  lived  apart  from  her,  and  she  was  seventy 
years  of  age.  Margaret  Bean,  on  the  contrary,  had  always  lived 
with  the  testator,  and  was  recognised  as  his  wife ;  and  he  had  had 
four  children  by  her,  two  of  whom  had  died  before  the  date  of  the 

(1)  1  Madd.  430.  (2)  1  Madd.  439. 

(3)  Law  Kep.  10  £q.  160. 
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will;  one  was  then  alive,  and  the  fourth  was  bom  afterwards.     Y.-C. H. 
These  children  were  all  baptized  in  the  name  of  the  testator,  and        i873 
were  always  known  by  his  name.    There  the  Master  of  the  Bolls       borin^ 
held  that  Margaret  Bean  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  estate      ^  ^* 
for  life  if  she  continned  unmarried,  and  after  her  death  the  estate        — 
woald  devolye  on  the  child  of  the  testator  and  Margaret  Bean 
who  was  living  at  the  date  of  the  wilL 

Crook  V.  EXll  (1)  was  a  case  apon  appeal  from  a  decision  of 
Yice-Chancellor  Stuart.  There  the  testator  gave  certain  leasehold 
estates  in  trust  for  his  daughter  Mary,  the  wife  of  his  son-in-law, 
John  Crook,  for  life,  and  after  her  death  for  such  of  her  children 
as  she  should  appoint  by  will,  and  in  default  of  appointment^  for 
her  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one.  The  testator's  daughter 
Mary  had,  with  his  consent,  gone  through  the  ceremony  of  marriage 
with  John  Crook,  who  had  been  her  deceased  sister's  husband. 
There  were  two  children  of  this  marriage  bom  before  the  date  of 
the  will,  who  were  recognised  as  his  grandchildren,  and  at  the  time 
of  making  the  will  the  testator^s  daughter  was  enceinte  of  another 
child  who  was  bom  after  the  testator's  death.  The  Lords  Justices 
held  (reversing  the  decision  of  Yice-Chancellor  Stuart),  that  the 
two  eldest  children  were  entitled  to  take  under  the  gift  to  children, 
but  gave  no  opinion  as  to  whether  the  child  bom  after  the  date  of 
the  will  could  also  take.  The  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  House 
of  Lords  (2). 

I  may  also  mention  my  own  decision  in  the  recent  case  of  In  re 
Broum'8Trtiut{S).  In  that  caseafond  was  given  by  the  testator  to 
trustees  to  pay  the  dividends  to  his  daughter  for  life,  and  then  to 
transfer  the  capital  equally  amongst  all  the  cfaildren  of  his  daughter, 
whethw  by  her  present  putative  husband  or  by  any  other  person 
whom  she  might  marry.  The  testator's  daughter  had  been  living, 
with  his  knowledge,  with  a  gentleman  to  whom  sbe  was  afterwards 
inarried,  and  she  had  one  son  by  that  person,  who  was  bom  four 
years  before  the  date  of  the  wfll,  and  was  known  by  the  testator  to 
be  illegitimate,  and  acknowledged  by  him  as  his  grandson.  I 
held  in  that  case  that  the  illegitimate  son  was  entitled  absolutely 
to  the  capital.    These  authorities  clearly  establish  that  illegiti- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Gh.  311.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  H.  L.  265. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  16  £q.  239. 
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7.-G.  M.     mate  children  may  take  under  the  description  of  the  children  of 

1878        a  particular  person  when  they  have  acquired  the  reputation  or 

DoRDT      character  of  being  so,  and  the  Court  is  satisfied  of  the  intention  of 

DoBnr       ^^^  testator  that  they  should  take.    Both  these  requisites  ate,  k 

—        my  opinion,  completely  fulfilled  in  the  present  case,  and  I  am 

therefore  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants,  who  are  the  illegitunato 

children  of  the  testator  by  the  Plaintiff,  answer  the  description  of 

*'  our  children  "  and  ''  my  children  by  her,"  that  is,  the  Plaintiff, 

his  wife. 

But  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Pearson  that  the  effect  of  giving 
the  property  to  the  two  children  would  be  to  exclude  any  legiti- 
mate children  of  the  testator's  marriage  with  the  Plaintiff;  bot 
that  would  not  have  been  so,  for  there  is  no  rule  which  pre?enti 
illegitimate  and  legitimate  children  taking  together  as  a  class  where 
it  is  intended  that  they  should  do  so.  In  this  case  the  words  of 
the  will  are  sufficient  to  include  the  future  children,  and  thev 
might  therefore  have  taken  if  there  had  been  any. 

In  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  Adam  (1),  the  Judges  said  this: 
"  It  has  been  urged  against  this  construction  of  the  demise  in  favour 
of  the  illegitimate  children,  that,  whatever  the  intention  of  the 
testator  might  be,  it  was  at  least  a  possible  event  that  the  testator 
might  survive  his  wife  and  marry  Ann  Lewis^  and  have  childra 
by  her ;  in  which  event  those  legitimate  children  would  answer 
the  description  of  the  testator's  children  by  Ann  LewiSf  and  most 
necessarily  take  under  the  will ;  and  that  it  is  an  established  and 
inflexible  rule  of  law  that  legitimate  and  illegitimate  children  can- 
not take  together  under  the  general  description  of  children.  We 
will  take  the  former  part  of  this  proposition  to  be  true,  and  we  think 
it  is  so.  It  was  possible  that  the  testator  might  outlive  his  wife,  and 
marry  Ann  Lewis,  and  have  legitimate  children  by  her :  the  words 
of  the  devise  are  large  enough  to  include  such  children ;  and  there 
appears  no  express  intention  to  exclude  them,  though  probablj 
the  testator  had  them  not  in  contemplation.  We  incline  to  tiiink, 
therefore,  that  such  children  would  take  under  the  devise ;  bnt 
the  conclusion  drawn  from  thence,  that  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case  the  illegitimate  children  cannot  take  with  them,  is  oot» 
as  we  think|  well  founded.    We  think  that  the  illegitimate  chil* 

(1)  1  V.  &  B.  454. 
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dren  take,  because  they  were  dearly  meant;  and  that  if  illegiti-     Y.-G.  M. 
mate  chfldren  of  the  description  above  mentioned  would  also  take,        187S 
it  is  because  the  words  are  large  enough  to  reach  them,  and  the       ^ooms 
testator  expressed  no  intention  to  exclude  them,  though  he  did  not      j)^j^ 

contemplate  their  existence.     When  bom  they  would  answer  the        

description  of  his  children  by  Ann  Lewis;  and  being  bom  in 
marriage,  though  after  the  will,  the  devise  would  as  to  tliem  be 
free  from  all  legal  objection/' 

They  then  refer  to  (Jartwright  v.  Yawdry  (1),  and  Kenebd  v. 
Scrafton  (2),  to  shew  that  a  contrary  doctrine  is  not  established  by 
those  cases,  and  they  then  say  (3)  :  ^'  But  if  it  is  an  established  and 
inflexible  rule  that  legitimate  and  illegitimate  children  can  in  no 
case  take  together  under  the  description  of  children,  we  should 
rather  be  disposed  to  say,  in  the  present  case^  that  legitimate 
children  could  not  take,  notwithstanding  the  generality  of  the 
words,  than  that  illegitimate  children  should  be  excluded,  to  the 
disappointment  of  the  clear  and  manifest  intention  of  the  testator. 
It  is  observable  that>  in  the  present  case  there  are  no  legitimate 
children  to  contend  with  the  illegitimate ;  but  we  have  reasoned 
it  on  the  supposition  that  there  were  both ;  as  much  of  the  argu- 
ment was  founded  on  the  possibility  of  that  event." 

In  Owen  v*  Bryant  (4),  Lord  Cranwoorfh  says :  ^  I  reject  the 
notion  of  there  being  a  rule  that  illegitimate  children  cannot, 
under  any  circumstances,  participate  with  legitimate  children  in 
the  benefit  of  a  gift  or  ^  bequest  to  ehildren  generally ;"  and  in 
BUI  V.  Crook  (5),  before  the  House  of  Lord^  Lord  Chebmford 
says :  ^'  I  know  of  no  objeotion  in  law  to  a  gift  to  children  with  a 
clear  intention  that  it  shall  apply  taeaistiitg.  illegitimate  children, 
being  so  applied,-  although  aftei^bom  illegitimate  children  must  be 
excluded)  and  the  gift  be  extended  to  futnret  legitimate  children^" 

I  consider,  thevefore,  ik^t  I  am  warramted  Iqrftuthorityi'  as  I 
think  I  am  clearly  by  principle,  in  saying, -as  I  do,  that  the  future 
children  of  the  testator  and  the  PlaiDrkiff,<if  there  had  hwa  any, 
would  have  been  included  in  tioiis  gift. 

(1)  5  Ves.  536!  (3)  i  V.  &  B.  457. 

(2)  2  East,  530.  (4)  2  D.  M.  &  G.  702. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  6  H.  L.  278. 
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V.-O.  M«        There  must,  therefore^  be  a  declaration  that  the  two  infiuit 

1873       children  are  the  objects  of  the  [power  of  appointment  given  to 

DoBiN      the  Plaintiff,  imd  that  they  take  as  the  children  of  the  testator 

DoBiN       ^y  ^^^  ^  default  of  her  executing  the  power.    A  contrary  inten- 

. tion  would  leave  these  children,  who  are  clearly  shewn  to  bare 

been  the  primary  objects  of  the  testator's  affection,  destitute, 
and  would  also  have  the  effect  of  making  him  die  intestate  as  to 
the  corpus  of  the  estate,  which  it  is  quite  clear  he  did  not  intend 
to  do. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Freshfidds  dk  Williams. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  /.  B.  Batten. 


y.-CM.  In  re  COKPOEATION  OF  HUDDERSPIELD  AND 

1874  JACOMB. 


Jan.  12, 13.   ArbUraiian — Avxird — Limit  of  Time/or  Complaint — Last  Day  qf  Ttrm^-Cm- 

m/tncemieid  tf  Proceeding — Notice  of  Motion — 9  <fe  10  W%R,  3,  c  16— PflF^ 
liamentary  Notice  to  Landowner — Limits  of  DeviaJtion — Quaniity  cf  Lad 
to  5e  taken — Minerals — Damage  by  Severance  <f  Minerals. 

The  time  within  which  a  proceeding  for  the  purpose  of  settii^  aade  an 
award  under  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  15,  must  he  commenced,  does  not  indnde  the 
last  day  of  the  term  next  after  the  date  when  the  award  is  made. 

Where  a  snhmission  to  arhitration  has  been  made^  a  rale  of  the  Gooitof 
Chancery  serring  a  notice  of  motion  to  set  aside  the  award  is  a  soflBdent 
commencement  of  complaint  to  satisfy  the  Act,  if  the  service  is  made  before 
the  last  day  of  the  term,  next  after  the  time  when  the  awaid  is  made. 

A  Corporation,  previously  to  an  application  to  Parliament  for  an  Act, 
served  the  usual  Parliamentaiy  notice  of  their  intention  to  apply  for  poioer 
to  take  certain  land.  In  the  margin  of  the  schedule  the  property  proposed 
to  be  taken  was  referred  to  as  **  Property  in  the  line  of  the  proposed  work  as 
at  present  laid  out  (including  property  any  part  of  which  is  within  eleren 
yards  or  thereabouts  of  the  centre  line  of  such  proposed  work  as  delioeit«i 
upon  the  plan) : — 

EM^  that  the  Corporation  were  not  by  this  statement  restricted  from  taking 
a  greater  total  breadth  than  twenty-two  yards,  provided  that  what  they  took 
was  within  the  limits  of  deviation  prescribed  by  their  Act : 

Bddf  further,  that^  if  necessary,  the  words  ''or  thereabouts*  might  be 
considered  to  extend  the  limit  to  an  entire  breadth  of  one-third  more  than 
the  specified  quantity  of  twice  eleven  yards. 

Eeldf  further,  that  after  a  reference  to  arbitration  the  landowner  waa 


VOL.  XVn.]  EQUITY  CASES.  477 

bound  to  sell  all  that  was  comprised  in  the  notice  to  treat,  whether  it  was  or      y.o.  m. 
was  not  within  the  compulsory  powers  of  the  Corporation.  ^^^ 

Where  a  Corporation  were  under  an  Act  empowered  to  make  a  conduit  for         s^y^ 

water  through  a  field  at  some  distance  below  the  surface :—  ^    ^^^ 

CJORPORA.TIOV 

ffdd,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  make  compensation  for  damage  ^^  Hui)dsr»- 
by  severance  of  minerals  where  they  were  not  required  by  the  provisions  of    field  and 
the  Watenoorks  Clauses  Act^  1847,  to  purchase  them.  Jaoomb. 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  award  made  between  the  Cor- 
poration of  HuddenfiM  and  Mr.  Jaeomb^  determining  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  and  compensation  money  to  be  paid  to  him  for 
his  interest  in  certain  land  taken  by  the  Corporation  under  the 
powers  of  the  Huddersfidd  Waterworks  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict, 
c  col),  which  was  an  Act  obtained  by  the  Corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  improving  the  supply  of  water  to  the  town. 
Section  17  of  the  Act  provided  as  follows : — 

**  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  the  Corporation  may 
make  and  maintain  in  the  lines  or  situations,  and  according 
to  the  levels  shewn  on  the  deposited  plans  and  sections,  the 
reservoir^  lines  of  pipes,  conduits,  road  diversions,  and  other 
vorks  shewn  on  the  deposited  plans,  with  all  proper  approaches, 
works,  and  conveniences  connected  therewith,  and  may  enter  on, 
take,  and  use  such  of  the  lands  described  in  the  deposited  plans 
and  book  of  reference  as  they  require  for  the  purposes  of  their 
waterworks  undertaking,  and  may  use,  get,  and  appropriate  for 
those  purposes  all  streams  and  waters  shewn  or  mentioned  on  the 
deposited  plans  as  intended  to  be  intercepted  or  otherwise  taken 
by  any  of  the  said  waterworks  by  them,  and  may  stop  up  all  roads 
and  ways  within  the  limits  of  deviation  defined  on  the  deposited 
plans  which  are  shewn  thereon  as  intended  to  be  stopped  up,  and 
inay  appropriate  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  sites  of  roads 
and  ways  so  stopped  up." 

Section  19  provided  as  follows :— « 

*^  Where  any  line  of  work  shewn  on  the  deposited  plans  passes 
along  any  road,  and  limits  of  deviation  are  not  laid  down  thereon, 
the  corporation  may,  in  constructing  the  works,  deviate  laterally 
from  the  line  thereof  aa  laid  down  on  those  plans  to  the  extent  of 
tbe  boundaries  of  the  road,  and  elsewhere  the  Corporation  may,  in 
constructing  the  works  by  this  Act  authorized,  deviate  laterally 
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y.-O.  M.     from  the  lines  thereof  as  laid  down  on  the  deposited  plans  to  tlie 

1874       extent  of  the  limits  of  lateral  deviation  shewn  thereon,  bat  no 

jn  re       further  in  either  case  except  with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  tlie 

Sp  Hdddbm^  lands  through  or  in  which  the  deviation  is  made," 

'jlooiw.^        Section  20  gave  a  power  of  vertical  deviation ;  and  by  section  22 

they  were  empowered  to  take,  by  agreement,  additional  land  not 

exceeding  ten  acres  in  extent. 

Previously  to  their  application  to  Parliament,  the  Corporation 
had  deposited  in  the  usual  way,  in  accordance  with  the  Standing 
Orders  of  the  Houses  of  Parliament,  plans  of  the  lands  to  be 
affected  by  their  proposed  works.  Part  of  such  works  comprised 
a  conduit,  passing  through  a  farm  of  thirteen  acres,  five  undivided 
eleventh  shares  of  which  belonged  to  Mr.  Jaetmb,  and  the  remain- 
ing undivided  shares  to  the  corporation. 

The  Corporation  had  served  upon  Mr.  Jacomb,  the  usual  notice 
to  owners,  lessees,  and  occupiers,  of  their  intention  to  apply  to 
Parliament  for  power  to  take  a  portion  of  the  farm.  The  s^edole 
to  this  notice  was  as  follows : — (See  opposite  paga) 

The  deposited  plans  shewed  a  centre  line  which  was  intended  to 
mark  the  course  of  the  conduit,  and  limits  of  deviation  extending 
much  further  than  eleven  yards  on  each  side  of  the  centre  line. 

After  the  passing  of  the  Huddersfidd  Waterworks  Act,  1869, 
some  negotiations  took  place  between  Jlv.Jacamb  and  the  Corpora- 
tion for  the  purchase  by  the  latter  of  the  undivided  shares  of  Hr. 
Jacamb  in  the  farm  in  question,  and  the  Corporation,  at  one  time 
believing  that  they  had  a  binding  agreement  for  the  purchase  of 
the  shares,  entered  into  possession,  and  commenced  to  dig  some 
clay  which  they  required  for  the  construction  of  a  reservoir  in  the 
neighbourhood.  Mr.  Jaeomh,  however,  filed  a  bill  against  thenv 
and  ultimately  obtained  an  injunction  restraining  them  from  doing 
acts  inconsistent  with  his  ownership  of  the  undivided  shares. 

The  Corporation  accordingly,  on  the  28th  of  October,  1872, 
served  Mr.  Jacomb  with  notice  to  treat  for  a  portion  of  No.  129  on 
the  Parliamentary  plan,  amounting  to  1b.  8p.,  and  a  portion  of 
No.  130  on  the  plan,  amounting  to  8b.  4p.,  making  together 
1a.  Ob.  12p.  Mr.  Jacomb  offered  to  take  £376  for  these  plots  of 
land,  but  the  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the  Corporation ;  and  on 
the  31st  of  December,  1872,  having  in  the  meantime  filed  s  bill 
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v,-G.  M.     for  partition  of  the  property,  they  served  him  with  a  notice  of  an 

1874       appointment  by  them  of  an  arbitrator  on  their  behalf  to  assess 

^^^       the  amount  of  the  purchase  and  compensation  money  payable  in 

CoraoRATioN  respect  of  his  interest  in  the  land  proposed  to  be  taken.    On  the 

FIELD  AND    Hth  of  Jauuary,  1873,  he  also  appointed  an  arbitrator  to  act  on 

— '     his  own  behalf,  and  on  the  30th  of  January,  1873,  the  arbitrators 

appointed  an  umpire.  / 

Between  the  8th  and  17th  of  May,  1873,  certain  letters  passed 
between  Mr.  JacamVs  soUcitois  and  the  town  derk  of  Huddersfdi 
with  reference  to  the  minerals  under  the  land  intended  to  be 
taken,  which  the  town  clerk  considered  were  not  included  in  the 
notice  to  treat,  or  required  to  be  taken  under  the  18th  section  of 
the  WcUenvorka  Glames  Act,  1847,  Mr.  JacamVs  solicitors,  on  the 
other  hand,  maintaining  that  the  minerals  could  not  be  excluded 
from  the  reference. 

On  the  22nd  of  May,  1873,  Mr.  Jaeamb's  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
town  derk,  stating  that  it  had  been  discovered  that  the  ampunt  of 
land  proposed  to  be  taken,  which  was  a  strip  ninety-nine  feet  in 
breadth,  and  was  entirely  within  the  limits  of  deviation,  exceeded 
the  amount  which  the  Corporation  were  entitled  to  take  compul- 
sorily,  and  that  Mr.  Jacamb  would  not  proceed  with  the  arbitra- 
tion, and  had  given  notice  to  the  arbitrator  accordingly. 

This  view  was  based  upon  the  supposition  that  the  statement  in 
the  mai^n  of  the  Parliamentary  notice  limited  the  Corporation  to  a 
breadth  of  eleven  yards  on  each  side  of  the  centre  line  shewn  on  the 
deposited  plan,  or  sixty-six  feet  in  the  whole.  This  point  had  not 
been  previously  raised  by  Mr.  Jacomb.  The  Corporation  dedined  to 
limit  the  breadth  to  be  taken  within  the  sixty-six  feet  so  defined. 

Previously  to  notice  of  this  objection  being  given  by  Mr.  Jacowi, 
the  arrangements  for  holding  the  arbitration  had  been  completed, 
and  the  arbitrators  and  umpire  sat  on  the  29th,  30th,  and  31st  of 
May.  At  the  hearing  Mr.  Jacomb  claimed  to  limit  the  quantity  of 
land  to  be  taken  to  the  amount  of  2b.  35p.,  which  was  the  portion 
of  the  strip  claimed  within  the  sixty-six  feet  limit  of  breadtL 
The  umpire,  after  hearing  the  point  discussed,  dedded  that  he 
must  either  proceed  upon  the  notice  to  treat  or  not  at  all,  and 
he  therefore  continued  the  arbitration  for  the  full  amount  of 
1a.  Ob.  12p.,  after  taking  a  note  of  the  objection. 
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The  contention  was  also  raised  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Jo/nmh  that     V.-O.  M« 
the  damage  by  severance  to  the  mines  and  minerals  under  the       1874 
land  taken,  and  also  the  damage  to  the  mines  and  minerals  under      ^  jn  ra 
the  land  not  actually  taken,  should  be  assessed.  This  was  objected  ^  HroDmT^ 
to  by  the  Corporation,  and  the  umpire  decided  that,  though  he     'J™'  ^'^ 

would  not  reject  any  eyidence  tendered  as  to  the  value  of  mines       

and  minerals,  he  would  not  be  influenced  thereby  in  assessing  the 
amount  of  compensation. 

The  umpire  made  his  award  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1873,  and 
awarded  £95  lOs.  for  the  value  of  Mr.  Jacomb^s  interest  in  the  land 
taken.  The  award  was  taken  up  by  the  Corporation  on  the  20th 
of  June,  1873. 

On  the  20th  of  October,  1873,  Mr.  Jacomb  wrote  to  the  town 
clerk  intimating  his  intention  to  have  the  submission  made  a  rule 
of  the  Court  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  asking  to  have  handed  to 
him,  or  be  allowed  the  use  of  the  appointment  of  his  arbitrator, 
which  was  then  in  the  hands  of  the  Corporation.  Correspondence 
on  this  point  continued  till  the  12th  of  November,  when  Mr. 
Jacomb  obtained  the  necessary  document,  and  on  the  following 
day  he  served  the  Corporation  with  notice  of  a  summons  to  pro- 
duce the  appointment  of  the  Corporation  arbitrator  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  submission  a  rule  of  Court,  bat  at  the  hearing  of 
the  summons  on  the  15th  of  November  the  Corporation  o^^sed 
it»  on  the  ground  that  they  had  the  previous  day  made  the  submis- 
sion a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  the  hearing  was  ad- 
journed tiQ  the  18th  of  November,  when  the  Master  by  whom  it 
was  heard  ordered  the  Corporation  to  produce  a  verified  copy  of 
the  appointment  of  their  arbitrator  within  two  days.  The  Corpora- 
tion appealed  from  this  order,  and  on  the  20th  of  November  the 
appeal  summons  was  dismissed.  Mr.  Jaeomh  then  gave  notice  of 
the  present  motion  for  the  25th  of  November,  which  was  the 
next  motion  day,  and  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  term.  On  that 
day  it  stood  over,  on  the  application  of  the  Corporation,  till  the 
sittings  after  Michaelmas  term.  Since  then  the  hearing  had  been 
postponed,  on  the  understanding  that  it  was  to  be  treated  as  if  it 
had  been  brought  on  during  the  sittings  after  term. 

The  grounds  on  which  it  was  sought  to  set  aside  the  award  were, 

2^*2  2 
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y.-G.  M.     1.  That  the  notice  to  treat  comprised  lands  which  the  CorporatioQ 

1874       had  no  power  to  purchase  and  take  compulsdrilj.    2.  That  the 

^jf^       damages  by  severance  of  the  minerals  was  not  taken  into  acooont 

Corporation  3^  That,  thongh  the  Corporation  had  by  their  acts  elected  to  take 

FTEFj)  AKD    the  uiines  and  minerals  under  the  land  in  question,  the  value  of 

' '     such  mines  and  minerals  was  not  taken  into  account  in  estimating 

the  amount  of  the  purchase  and  compensation  money  payable. 

Mr.  Hiffffinat  Q.G.9  and  Mr.  BagnhawSf  for  the  Corporation^  took 
a  preliminary  objection  to  the  hearing  of  the  motion : — 

The  motion  is  too  late.  The  application  is  made  under  sect  2 
of  9  &  10  Will.  8y  c.  15  (1).  The  decisions  under  that  section 
have  established  the  rule  that  the  words  are  to  be  construed 
strictly  against  any  persons  moving  to  set  aside  an  award,  and 
that  the  complaint  must  be  actually  made  in  Court  before  the 
last  day  of  the  term  following  the  time  when  the  award  was 
made :  Reynolda  v.  AtJcew  (2).  The  last  day  of  the  term  will  not 
do :  In  re  Evans  and  HotceU  (8) ;  and  for  this  purpose  it  does  not 
matter  what  is  the  cause  for  which  the  award  is  sought  to  be  set 
aside :  Zachary  v.  Shepherd  (4) ;  Latvndes  v.  Lowndes  (5).  The 
only  mode  for  giving  jurisdiction  is  to  make  the  submission  a  role 
of  this  Court :  Davis  v.  Getty  (6) ;  Dawson  v.  Sadler  (7) ;  and  no 
Court  but  that  in  which  the  submission  is  made  a  rule  has  juris- 
diction :  Auriol  v.  8mUh  (8) ;  Harvey  v.  Shelton  (9).  Even  delay 
in  making  the  submission  a  rule  of  the  Court  will  not  enlarge  the 
time  for  setting  the  award  aside :  Ross  v.  Boss  (10) ;  Busseff  on 
Arbitration  (11). 


(1)  Sect.  2  of  this  Act  is  as  follows :— - 
''And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the 
authority  aforesaid,  that  any  arbitrar 
tion  or  umpirage  procured  by  corruption 
or  undue  means  shall  be  judged  and 
esteemed  void  and  of  none  effect,  and 
accordingly  be  set  aside  by  any  Court 
of  law  or  equity,  so  as  complaint  of 
such  corruption  or  undue  practice  be 
made  in  the  Court  where  the  rule  is 
made  for  submission  to  such  arbitration 
or  umpirage  before  the  last  day  of  the 
next  tenn,  after  such  arbitration  or 


umpirage  made  and  published  to  the 
parties,  anything  in  this  Act  contained 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.* 

(2)  5  Dowl.  682. 

(3)  4  Man.  A  G.  767. 

(4)  2  T.  R.  781. 

(5)  1  East,  276. 

(6)  1&  ft  a  411. 

(7)  Ibid.  637. 

(8)  T.  &  R.  121. 

(9)  7  Beav.  455. 

(10)  16  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  188. 

(11)  4th  Ed.  p.  661. 
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Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  as  amicus  curias,  referred  to  Mioi  v.  South     V.-C.  M. 
Devon  BaHicay  Company  (1).  I874 


lUr.  Glaase,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Barber,  for  Mr.  Jacomb : —  CobpobTtton 


OF  HUDDEBS- 
FIELD  AND 


In  the  first  place  this  motion  is  not  too  late,  and  if  it  were,  the  jaoomb 
delay  is  attributable  to  the  Corporation.  Davis  y.  Oetiy  (2)  shews 
that  this  Court  cannot  acquire  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  an  award 
until  the  submission  is  made  a  rule  of  the  Court,  and  the  Corpora- 
tion here  delayed  the  necessary  steps  for  making  it  a  rule  of  this 
Court,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  any  objection  being  made  on 
Mr.  Jaconib's  part  to  the  award.  This  Court  will  not  insist  upon 
the  extremely  strict  construction  adopted  in  In  re  Evans  a/nd 
Sowed  (3)|  but  will  allow  the  last  day  of  the  term  as  being  clearly 
within  the  enactment.  In  Harvey  y.  Shdton  (4)  Lord  Lanydale 
actually  treated  the  last  day  of  term  as  sufficient,  and  in  In  re 
Perring  and  Eeymer  (5)  the  motion  was  brought  on  during  the 
succeeding  term. 

But,  independently  of  this,  the  giving  notice  of  motion  was  a 
sufficient  commencement  of  a  complaint  to  satisfy  the  statute. 
The  case  is  analogous  to  the  three  weeks  allowed  for  appealing  by 
the  Companies  Act,  1862.  A  Court  of  Equity  will  take  into  con- 
sideration the  reason  why  the  notice  was  not  given  for  an  earlier 
day. 

[They  also  referred  to  Brovm  v.  Brown  (6).] 

Mr.  Biggins,  in  reply : — 

In  re  Evans  and  Sowed  is  a  later  decision  than  In  re  Perring 
and  Keymer,  and  is  express  upon  the  point  that  the  last  day  of 
term  will  not  be  early  enough.  The  Court  has  no  power  to  waive 
the  delay :  Smith  v.  Whiimore  (7). 

Sib  R  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  is  a  technical  question,  but  it  may  be  one  of  great  im- 
portance.    The  motion  is  one  to  set  aside  an  award  made  on  a 

(1)  2  De  0.  &  Sm,  17.  (4)  7  Beav.  455. 

(2)  1  S.  &  S.  411.  (6)  3  Dowl.  98. 

(3)  4  Man.  &  G.  767.  (6)  1  Vem.  157. 

(7)  1  H.  &  M.  576. 
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y^CM.     reference  to  arbitration.     Mr.  Jaccmlb  was  made  aware  of  the 

1874       award  on  the  20th  of  Jane  last,  but  he  allowed  the  whole  period 

l^       from  that  time  till  the  month  of  October  to  slip  away  without 

OT  HuMDKM-  ^^"^S  *^y  action.    Then  in  October  he  took  the  first  steps  for 

FOLD  AMD    making  the  sabmission  a  rule  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

' '     Pending  this  process  the  Corporation  made  the  submission  a  rule  of 

this  Court.  There  was  thus  complete  jurisdiction  in  this  Courts 
and  Mr.  Jacowh  might  have  given  notice  of  motion  to  set  aside  the 
award  for  a  day  before  the  last  day  of  term.  Therefore  there 
cannot  be  said  to  have  been  great  diligence  on  his  part. 

But  the  question  I  have  now  to  decide  is,  whether  he  has  not 
come  to  the  Court  too  late.  The  question  whether  the  25th  of 
November  was  too  late  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  2nd 
section  of  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  15.  Accordiog  to  the  strict  gram- 
matical coDstruction  of  the  English  language  the  words  ^  before  the 
last  day  of  the  next  term "  cannot  include  the  last  day  of  that 
term,  and  therefore,  if  the  matter  were  res  nova,  I  should  decide 
that  '*  before  "  must  mean  before,  and  that  the  latest  day  on  which 
the  complaint  could  be  made  must  be  the  last  day  but  one  of  the 
term.  But  nothing  can  be  more  expressly  to  the  point  than  the 
decision  in  In  re  Evans  and  BbtoeH.  Mr.  Justice  Maule  there 
says  (1) :  **  By  the  statute,  therefore,  a  party  in  whose  favour  an 
award  has  been  made  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof  unless 
a  motion  be  made  to  set  it  aside  before  the  last  day  of  the  follow- 
ing term.  To  allow  this  application  would  be  in  effect  to  repeal 
the  Act*' 

That  is  an  express  decision  in  the  year  1842.  But  it  is  said  that 
a  different  constniction  has  been  put  upon  the  Act  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  I  should  be  slow  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there 
could  be  a  difference  between  law  and  equity  in  the  construction  of 
a  statute.  It  is  said  that  Harvey  v.  Shdton  (2)  is  a  decision  to 
this  effect.  But  I  do  not  so  regard  it  The  motion  in  that  case 
seems  to  have  been  brought  on  upon  the  last  day  of  term,  and  it 
seems  to  have  been  erroneously  assumed  by  both  parties  that  the 
last  day  of  term  was  soon  enough ;  and  it  is  perfectly  dear  that 
In  re  Perring  and  Eeymer  (3)  was  not  cited.    Therefore  on  these 

(1)  4  Man.  &  G.  768.  (2)  7  Bear.  455. 

(3)  8  Dowl.  98. 
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:gToimdB  I  oome  to  the  conclusion  that  the  last  day  of  a  term  is  too     V.-a  M. 
late  for  the  commencement  of  a  complaint.  1874 

Bat  another  qnestion  raised  is,  as  to  what  constitutes  the  com-       in  re 
mencement  of  a  complaint.    This  is  the  Court  in  which  the  ofHtddeu^ 
complaint  is  to  be  made,  and  the  question  must  be  determined  by    ^^^  ^^^ 
the  nature  and  course  of  proceedings  in  this  Oourt.    Notice  of        — ^ 
motion  was  served  within  the  statutory  time,  and  if  that  was 
making  a  complaint  it  was  in  time.     It  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  in  Auriol  y.  Smiih  (1)  that  it  would  be  sufficient  to  take 
the  first  step.    No  doubt  the  point  was  not  adjudicated  upon,  but 
jt  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  if  a  bill  were  filed,  it  would 
hare  been  sufficient.    But  it  is  not  necessary  to  file  a  bUI,  since  a 
more  summary  mode  of  procedure  is  allowed  by  motion. 

At  common  law  the  case  is  quite  different,  and  no  proceeding 
could  be  commenced  by  notice  of  motion.  But  surely  the  com- 
plaint began  when  a  notice  of  the  objection  was  given  to  the  other 
party,  which  brought  both  parties  before  the  Court  I  think, 
therefore,  that  notice  of  motion  was  enough.  If  I  take  the  analo- 
gous case  of  the  Statute  of  LimitcUionB,  service  of  a  writ  saves  the 
remedy.  So  a  right  of  appeal  is  secured  by  serving  the  petition  of 
•appeal.    So  also  imder  the  Companies  Act. 

Therefore,  though  I  am  with  the  Corporation  on  the  first  of  these 
points,  I  am  against  them  on  the  second,  and  the  case  must  be 
heard  on  its  merita 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Barber,  for  Mr.  Jacotnb : — 

The  arbitration  having  only  continued  subject  to  protest,  the 
right  of  objecting  to  the  award  consequently  remains :  Bingland  v. 
Lowndes  (2) ;  Haigh  v.  Haigh  (3).  The  first  ground  of  objection  is 
to  the  right  of  the  Corporation  to  take  a  greater  breadth  than  sixty- 
six  feet  altogether.  They  may  take  the  sixty-six  feet  at  any  part 
within  the  limits  of  deviation,  but  by  the  schedule  to  their  notice 
they  have  prescribed  their  limit  of  quantity.  Having  therefore 
taken  more  than  they  are  entitled  to  take,  and  thereby  changed 
the  character  of  the  work  they  proposed  to  carry  out,  the  award  is 
bad  altogether :  Simpson  v.  South  Staffordshire  Waterworks  Oom- 

(1)  T.  &  K.  121.  (2)  38  L.  J.  (C.P.)  837. 

(3)  8  D.  F.  &  J.  157. 
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v.-C.  M.    pany  (1).    The  award  is  also  bad  on  account  of  not  allowing  any 

1874        compensation  for  damage  by  severance  to  minerals,  or  for  the 

j^0       minerals  themselves,  though  the  Corporation  have  acted  so  as  to 

^^S^^^^  manifest  an  intention  to  elect  to  take  the  minerals.    The  Water' 

OF  UUDDKRS- 

FIELD  AHD    fffc^Jcs  Clauses  Act^  1847,  clearly  contemplated  making  compensatioa 
for  damage  of  all  kinds. 

Mr.  Htffffins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Corporation,  wer& 
not  called  upon. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C,  after  referring  to  the  facts,  continued : — 

If  the  meaning  of  the  notice  is  that  the  Corporation  are  to  take 
such  part  of  these  fields  as  they  require,  Mr.  JaeonJ)s  case  entirely 
falls  to  the  ground,  because  it  is  admitted  that  they  are  only  taking 
part  of  the  fields,  and  that  they  keep  within  the  limits  of  deviation, 
and  within  the  very  line  of  works  laid  down  by  the  deposited  plans. 
Now  if  they  are  entitled  to  take  land  for  the  purpose  of  constmct- 
ing  their  works  in  that  line,  or  within  such  deviation  from  it  as 
Parliament  has  authorized,  Mr.  Jacomb  has  entirely  mistaken  his 
case,  and  has  no  right  to  be  heard  whatever.  But  it  is  said  that  i* 
not  the  meaning  of  the  notice,  because  in  its  margin  are  found  the 
words  **  Property  in  the  line  of  the  proposed  works  as  at  present 
laid  out,  including  property  any  part  of  which  is  within  eleren 
yards  or  thereabouts  of  the  centre  line  of  such  proposed  works  as 
delineated  upon  the  plan ;"  and  it  has  been  contended  that  they  pro- 
hibit the  Corporation  from  taking  more  than  a  breadth  of  eleven 
yards,  or  thirty-three  feet  on  each  side  of  the  cutting.  But  the 
meaning  of  the  words,  as  I  read  them,  is,  *'  Property  in  the  line  of 
the  proposed  works  as  at  present  laid  out," — ^that  is  to  say,  all 
these  fields  through  which  they  are  to  pass.  Then  the  wordf, 
*'  including  property  any  part  of  which  is  within  eleven  yards  or 
thereabouts  of  the  centre  line  of  such  proposed  works  as  delineated 
upon  the  plan,"  do  not  limit  them  to  taking  eleven  yards  wide 
only  on  each  side  of  the  centre  of  the  works,  but  require  them 
to  give  notice  to  the  owners  of  any  property  which  or  any 
part  of  which  is  within  the  limit  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
this  notice  does  not  limit  the  Corporation  to  taking  thirty-three  feet 

(1)  6  N.  B.  184. 
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in  width  only  on  each  side,  and  that  if  they  give  notice  of  their     Y.-0.  M. 
intention  to  apply  for  power  to  take  land  for  the  construction  of       I87i 
works  in  the  line  delineated  on  the  deposited  plans,  they  are  at       j^„ 
liberty  to  take  any  part  of  those  fields  which  may  be  necessary  for  ^^J^^^ 
the  purposes  within  the  limits  of  deviation  on  the  deposited  plans,    i'i^ld  and 

Then  the  Act  is  obtained,  and  it  contains  this  clause : — [His       * 

Honour  then  read  the  17th  section  of  the  Act,  and  continued] 
They  are,  therefore,  at  liberty  to  take  such  part  as  they  require, 
for  the  purposes  of  their  waterworks,  of  the  lands  described  in  the 
deposited  plans  and  books  of  reference  in  which  these  fields  are 
included.  This  may,  therefore,  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  their 
waterworks  and  imdertaking.  Mr.  WiUiam  Barber  cited  Simpson 
y.  South  Siafforddiire  WaterworTcs  Company  (1),  a  case  which,  in 
my  opinion,  proceeded  upon  the  plainest  possible  principle,  that 
where  the  deposited  plans  shew  that  works  through  a  particular 
property  are  to  be  constructed  in  a  particular  manner,  they  must 
not  be  constructed  in  any  other  manner.  In  that  case  the 
deposited  plans  shewed  that  the  works  were  to  go  through  the 
Plaintiff's  estate  in  a  tunnel,  and  they  proposed  to  make  them 
virtually  in  an  open  cutting,  and  they  were  restrained  by  Lord 
Weslbury  from  so  doing.  And  although  I  was  on,  the  losing 
side  as  counsel,  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  decision  was  perfectly 
correct.  If ,  therefore,  in  this  case  I  had  found  that  the  Corporation 
were  limited  to  taking  a  breadth  of  sixty-six  feet,  and  no  more,  I 
must  have  prevented  their  doing  so,  if  the  application  had  been 
made  in  proper  time  and  under  proper  circumstances.  But  I  shall 
shew  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  was  not  made  in  proper  time,  or  under 
proper  circumstances.  But,  apart  from  this  consideration,  the  notice 
runs,  "  including  property  any  part  of  which  is  within  eleven  yards 
or  thereabouts  of  the  centre."  The  expression  '^  or  thereabouts  "  is 
very  indefinite.  It  may  include  a  large  excess  or  a  small  excess, 
but  at  all  events  there  is  some  excess  to  be  allowed  if  necessary, 
And  even  if  I  had  thought  that  the  schedule  to  the  Parliamentary 
notice  limited  the  extent  of  land  to  be  taken,  the  meaning  must 
be,  eleven  yards  or  so  much  more  as  might  be  reasonably  required 
for  the  purpose  of  the  works.  Then  when  I  look  at  the  Act  of 
Parliament  which  empowers  them  to  take  any  part  of  the  lands 

(1)  6  N.  B.  184. 
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y.-0.  M.     delineated  which  are  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  works, 

1874       assuming  them  to  act  honestly  and  fairly,  not  yexatioufilyy  bat  ia 

jj^       the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  I  think  there  is  an  end  of  the 

€o^RATioN  argument  that  they  are  only  to  take  eleven  yards  on  each  side. 

HBLD  AND        Now  that  is  my  view  of  the  notice  served  upon  the  landowners 

J  A  COMB 

^ '     before  the  Act  of  Parliament  is  passed.    But  let  me  suppose  that 

Mr.  Jacomb  is  right,  and  that  this  Corporation  ha4  not  the  power 
of  taking  more  than  eleven  yards  on  each  side  of  the  centre  of 
their  works,  as  he  contends.  They  are  to  take  that  or  thereabontg. 
The  Act  of  Parliament  giving  these  extensive  powers  was  passed  on 
the  12th  of  July,  1869.  I  have  read  the  17th  section,  and  the  ISth 
gives  them  the  powers  of  deviating  within  the  limits  prescribed, 
and  it  is  admitted  that  they  have  kept  within  those  limits.  Then, 
not  until  the  28th  of  October,  1872,  Mr.  Jaeomh,  who,  I  moft 
assume,  from  his  conduct  in  this  matter,  is  most  fastidious  about 
his  land,  and  vexatious  in  his  determination  that  nobody  shall  take 
an  inch  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  is  served  with  a  notice  to  treat, 
which  in  the  plainest  possible  manner,  by  an  annexed  plan,  shews 
him  what  the  Corporation  intend  to  take.  He  might  have  asked 
them  to  mark  on  the  plan  the  land  they  proposed  to  take,  and 
then  have  raised  the  objection,  or,  without  going  out  of  his  office^ 
he  might  have  applied  the  compasses  to  it,  as  I  have  just  done,  and 
he  would  have  found  that  it  was  thirty-three  yards  wide,  while,  as 
he  says,  they  were  limited  to  twenty-two  yards.  He  had  notice, 
therefore,  on  that  day  of  what  was  intended  to  be  done,  and  he 
made  a  demand  upon  them,  not  for  the  width  he  now  contends 
they  were  alone  at  liberty  to  take,  but  for  the  identical  piece  of 
land  included  in  the  notice  to  treat.  His  claim  was  not  until  the 
16th  of  November  following,  and  surely  there  was  time  enough  for 
him  to  find  out  this  important  point.  But,  instead  of  raising  thb 
question,  he  demanded  £376  for  the  land  described  in  the  notice  to 
treat.  The  Corporation  were  not  inclined  to  give  that  amoont 
Mr.  Jacomb  therefore  claimed  that  the  amount  should  be  settled  by 
arbitration,  which  was  his  right  as  a  landowner,  and  he  appointed 
his  arbitrator  on  the  11th  of  January,  1873 ;  still,  however,  to 
arbitrate  on  the  value  of  this  identical  piece  of  land  described  in 
the  notice  to  treat.  The  Corporation  had  appointed  their  arbitrator 
in  the  month  of  December,  1872,  and  the  two  arbitrators,  on  the 
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30th  of  Jtouary,  ISTS,  appointed  an  umpire,  and  between  January,  v.  o.  M. 
1873,  and  the  end  of  May  in  the  same  year  the  arbitrators  met  at       i874 
least  more  than  once,  and  all  this  time  Mr.  Jaemh  had  a  notice  to       ]^^ 

treat,  which,  if  acquiesced  in  by  him,  amounted  to  a  contract  to  Oobpobation 

^  ■'  OF  HCDDEBS- 

sell.    If  the  words  '^  or  thereabouts  "  meant  anything,  it  must  haye    fibld  and 

been  something  more  than  eleven  yards,  and  it  is  surely  reasonable       ' 

to  say  that  Mr.  Jaeomb  had  bound  himself  that  ^'thereabouts" 
should  include  the  very  piece  of  land  in  question.  Yet  it  is  only 
on  the  22nd  of  May,  1873,  that  he  finds  out  the  mistake,  and 
objects  to  the  arbitrators  settling  for  more  than  the  quantity  of 
land  which,  according  to  his  view,  the  Corporation  was  entitled  to 
take.  Even  if  his  consent  was  necessary,  I  think  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  by  the  course  he  had  adopted  he  had  bound  himself,  and 
was  no  longer  entitled  to  object  to  their  taking  the  quantity  of  land 
included  in  the  notice  to  treat,  which  I  am  satisfied  was  strictly 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  execution  of  the  works.  This 
view  would  bring  into  operation  the  22nd  section  of  the  special  Act, 
which  provides  that  by  agreement  the  Corporation  may  take  any 
additional  quantity  of  land  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  works 
not  exceeding  ten  acres.  Therefore  if  agreement  for  sale  was 
wanting  here,  they  have  it  by  acquiescence  in  the  notice  to  treat 
and  the  appointment  of  the  arbitrator ;  and  if  I  look  at  the  merits, 
there  are  no  merits.    It  is  a  purely  vexatious  opposition. 

I  passed  over  one  point,  namely,  that  about  the  minerals.  I 
ought  to  have  said  that  it  is  perfectly  dear  the  arbitrators  were 
right  in  refraining  from  entering  into  any  question  about  the 
minerals  at  all;  because  the  18th  section  of  the  Walerwoirlcs 
Clatuea  Acty  1847,  prescribes  that  ^'  the  undertakers  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  any  mines  of  coal,  ironstone,  slate,  or  other  minerals 
under  any  land  purchased  by  them,  except  only  such  parts 
thereof  as  shall  be  necessary  to  be  dug,  or  carried  away,  or  used 
in  the  construction  of  the  waterworks,  unless  the  same  shall  have 
l)een  expressly  purchased ;  and  all  such  mines,  excepting  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  deemed  to  be  excepted  out  of  the  conveyance  of 
such  lands,  unless  they  shall  have  been  expressly  named  therein 
and  conveyed  thereby."  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  arbitrators 
are  perfectly  right  in  the  view  they  have  taken.  If  in  making 
these  waterworks  any  minerals  were  removed,  they  would  be 
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y.-C.  M.     taken  into  consideration,  and  would  be  paid  for,  but  beyond  that, 
1874        I  agree  they  were  not  at  liberty  to  enter  into  the  matter. 


CobporTtion      Solicitors :  Messrs.  WiUiamaon^  HiUf  dt  Co. ;  Messrs.  Van  Sanim 
";,S2*X  *^  Gumming. 

Jaookb. 


V.-C.  M.  In  re  ECLIPSE  GOLD  MINING  COMPANY. 

J^  Winding-v/p^OU  and  New  Shareholders—Shares  FvUy  Paid  and  Unpaid 

Jan,  31.  Shares — Surplus  divisible  equally. 

A  company  having  called  up  and  exhausted  all  its  capital,  raised  nev 
capital,  on  the  terms  that,  in  the  event  of  the  winding-np  of  the  compasf^, 
no  call  should  he  made  on  the  new  shares  for  any  purpose  other  thsn  for 
payment  of  the  dehts  of  the  company,  and  that  no  call  should  be  made  for 
repayment  to  the  holders  of  the  original  shares.  Upon  the  company  beiog 
subsequently  wound  up  voluntarily,  there  was  found  to  be  a  surplus  after 
payment  of  debts : — 

Hdd^  that  this  surplus,  though  arising  from  payments  by  the  new  share- 
holders, could  not  be  returned  under  the  above  resolution  to  the  new  shai^ 
holders  alone,  but  must  be  divided  between  both  sets  of  shareholders. 

The  original  shares  of  £1  each  were  fully  paid  up,  but  only  16s.  had 
been  paid  upon  the  new  £1  shares : — 

EtUd^  that  the  surplus  must  be  divided  among  bo|h  sets  of  shareholders 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  paid  up,  and  that  the  old  shareholden  were  aot 
entitled  to  have  their  shares  equalized  with  the  new  shares  before  dirisoo 
of  the  surplus. 

Ex  parte  Maude  (1)  distinguished. 

xHIS  was  an  adjourned  summons  for  the  purpose  of  raising  tbe 
question  which  of  the  shareholders  were  entitled  to  a  surplus  arisiog 
in  the  winding-up  of  the  Edipse  Oold  Mining  Company^  LinUied. 
The  company  was  constituted  in  1869,  with  a  capital  of  £100,000, 
in  shares  of  £1  each,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  mining  opera- 
tions in  Calif  omia.  In  1872  the  capital  of  the  company  had  been 
fully  called  up  and  exhausted,  and  they  were  considerably  indebted 
to  their  bankers  and  others.  Under  these  circumstances  it  was 
determined  to  raise  a  further  capital  of  £50,000,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  object  of  the  company,  and  this  capital  was 
to  be  raised  by  the  issue  of  40,000  new  shares  of  £1  each,  and 
10,000  bonus  shares  also  of  £1  each,  the  bonus  shares  to  be 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  51. 
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Allotted  to  the  takers  of  new  shares  and  credited  as  fully  paid  up.     v.-G.  M. 
The  new  capital  was  issued  in  pursuance  of  certain  resolutions       1S74 
duly  passed  at  a  special  general  meeting  of  the  company  held  in       j^ 
February,  1872.     The  fourth  of  the  resolutions  was  in  these  Qo^^nSaK 
words :  *'  In  the  event  of  the  company  being  at  any  time  wound    Gompakt. 
up  before  the  whole  amount  of  £1  shall  have  been  paid  or  called 
up  on  all  the  new  shares  which  may  then  have  been  issued, 
such  last-mentioned  shares  shall  have  the  special  privilege  and 
advantage  that  no  call  shall  be  made  thereon  for  any  purpose  other 
than  for  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  company  which  may  remain 
after  the  realization  of  all  the  assets  of  the  company,  and  for 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  winding  up  the  company,  and  parti- 
cularly that  no  call  shall  be  made  thereon  for  the  purpose  of 
repayment  to  the  holders  of  ordinary  or  other  f ally  paid-up  shares, 
the  amount  paid  up  in  excess  of  the  amount  paid  upon  such  new 
shares ;"  and  the  sixth  resolution  was :  **  Except  as  aforesaid,  the 
new  shares  and  the  capital  represented  thereby  shall,  for  all  pur- 
poses, be  deemed  ordinary  shares,  and  part  of  the  ordinary  capital 
of  the  company." 

The  holders  of  the  new  shares,  or  the  greater  part  of  them,  paid 
5s.  per  share  on  allotment,  and  calls  to  the  amount  of  lis.  per 
share  were  afterwards  paid,  making  I69.  per  share  paid  up  upon 
the  new  shsires.  One  of  the  directors  named  Henry  Maymen 
was  largely  in  debt  to  the  company  for  calls  made  upon  him  in 
respect  of  18,772  new  shares  which  had  been  allotted  to  him. 

In  consequence  of  this  debt  by  Henry  Haymen,  and  other  losses, 
the  company  became  embarrassed ;  and  on  the  16th  of  December, 
1872,  a  resolution  was  passed  for  its  being  wound  up  voluntarily, 
and  in  the  course  of  the  liquidation  a  sum  was  recovered  in  respect 
of  the  debt  due  from  Henry  Haymeih  which  left  a  surplus  of  £3500 
after  all  the  debts  of  the  company  had  been  paid. 

The  question  now  raised  was  whether  the  new  shareholders  ex- 
•clnsively  were  entitled  to  this  surplus,  or  whether  it  was  to  be 
divided  between  the  old  and  new  shareholders. 

Mr.  Ootton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  0.  Harvey^  for  the  new  share- 
holders and  the  liquidator  :-^ 

When  the  new  capital  in  this  company  was  raised,  the  company 
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V.-G.  M.     itself  was  in  a  sinkmg  condition,  and  it  was  only  enabled  to  be 

1874        carried  on  by  means  of  fresh  capitaL    It  was  reasonable,  therefore, 

2^       that  those  who  contributed  towards  this  object,  which  was  at 

EcLiM     ^Q  ^mQ  thought  to  be  the  only  means  of  saving  the  company, 

GouPAKT.    should  have  certain  privileges  not  conferred  upon  the  old  share- 

holders ;  and  it  was  with  this  object  that  the  fourth  resolution  iras 

passed,  which  provided  that,  in  the  event  of  the  &ilure  of  the 

business  and  the  winding-up  of  the  company,  the  new  shareholders 

should  not  be  called  upon  for  contributions  towards  any  object 

other  than  the  payment  of  debts,  and  that  no  call  should  be  made 

upon  them  for  the  purpose  of  repayment  to  the  old  shareholders. 

The  surplus  which  has  now  arisen  is  derived  from  payments  by  the 

new  shareholders,  and  as  it  is  not  required  for  debts,  it  should  be 

repaid  to  the  new  shareholders.    If  calls  were  made  upon  them 

for  a  larger  amoimt  than  was  required  for  debts,  those  calls  were 

improperly  made,  and  the  surplus,  having  arisen  from  the  prodnee 

of  those  calls,  ought  to  be  returned  to  the  new  shareholders  alone. 

Mr.  J.  Pearson^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  EveriU,  for  the  old  shareholders, 
were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  R  Maldvs,  V.C.  : — 

The  question,  as  I  xmderstand,  arises  thus :  This  is  a  companj 
which  in  January,  1872,  had  proved  wholly  unsuccessful,  and 
without  additional  capital  must  have  been  a  complete  failure.  It 
was  therefore  arranged  that  new  capital  should,  if  possible,  be 
obtained.  Certain  persons  agreed  to  take  additional  shares,  which 
were  to  be  called  new  shares,  and  they  stipulated  for  certain 
advantages,  to  none  of  which  is  it  necessary  for  me  to  advert 
except  those  which  are  provided  for  in  the  fourth  resolution.  [His 
Honour  read  the  resolution.]  Now,  under  those  circumstanoes, 
considering  that  the  new  capital  was  to  resuscitate  the  company 
and  give  it  its  only  chance  of  success,  it  would  have  been  rerr 
reasonable,  I  think,  that  it  should  be  provided,  not  only  that  they 
should  have  certain  advantages  in  the  matter  of  dividend,  bat  that 
in  the  winding-up  of  the  company  they  should  be  paid  in  foU 
before  the  old  shareholders  got  anything.  But  they  have  not  done 
so,  and  in  order  to  give  such  a  right,  I  must  find  a  contract  for 
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it.    I  do  not  find  a  word  of  the  kind.    That  which  one  woold     T.-0.  M. 

think  might  reasonably  have  been  done  was  not  done.    Probably        1S74 

they  ought  to  have  had  given  to  them  that  advantage.    I  have       ^^ 

seen  such  cases  before  me  where,  not  only  was  it  said  that  they  ^  Eoups* 

''  ^  Gold  MiNura 

were  to  have  certain  advantages  during  the  continuance  of  the  Oompant. 
company^  but  in  the  event  of  the  company  being  wound  up  their  ""^ 
capital  should  be  repaid  before  the  old  capital  There  is  not  a  word 
approaching  that,  so  fSeu*  as  I  can  see ;  and  as  to  Mr.  HaymevCs  debt,  I 
cannot  enter  into  that  question.  I  cannot  go  into  the  question  of 
how  the  deficiency  arose.  Certain  it  is  that  they  had  the  privilege 
of  not  being  called  upon  except  for  particular  purposes,  and  beyond 
that  I  do  not  find  that  they  contracted  for  anything.  I  am  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  debts  having  been  paid,  the  sum  in  ques- 
tion, whatever  remains  after  the  debts  and  liabilities  have  been 
paid,  shall  be  divided  rateably  amongst  all  the  shareholders. 

Mr.  J.  Pearson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JEveriii,  for  the  old  share- 
holders : — 

A  further  question  now  arises,  how  this  surplus  of  £3500  is  to 
be  divided.  The  old  shareholders  have  paid  up  the  whole  amount 
due  upon  their  shares,  but  the  new  shareholders  have  only  paid 
168.  per  share  upon  their  shares ;  consequently  the  new  shareholders 
must  contribute  as  much  as  the  old  shareholders  before  they  can 
have  the  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  distribution  of  the  sur- 
plus. Those  who  have  paid  20^.  must  be  put  on  a  level  with  those 
who  have  only  paid  168.,  therefore  4d.  must  be  paid  back,  in  the 
first  instance,  to  the  old  shareholders  before  the  remainder  is 
distributed.  This  was  decided  in  Ux  parte  Matide  (1).  In  that 
case  there  had  been  an  issue  of  shares  of  £25  each,  and  some  of 
tbe  shareholders  had  paid  up  the  whole  £25,  but  some  had  only 
paid  £20,  and  the  dividends  had  been  received  by  them  in  propor- 
tion to  the  amount  so  paid  by  each.  The  Lords  Justices  held,  that 
in  the  distribution  of  the  surplus  assets  of  the  company,  the  holders 
of  fully  paid-up  shares  were  entitled  to  receive  £5  per  share 
before  the  assets  were  divided.  There  was  a  similar  decision  in 
In  re  Angksea  CoUiery  Company  (2)  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls. 
In  that  case  a  call  had  been  made  by  the  liquidators  in  a  volun- 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  51.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  £q.  879. 
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y.-C.  M.     tary  winding-np  upon  the  Bhareholders  who  had  partly  paid  np, 

1874       in  ovder    to  adjust  the   rights  of  the   contributories  amongst 

In  re       themselves,  with  a  view  to  equalize  the  payments  of  the  ordinary 

OoLD^l^iHo  shareholders  with  the  nominal  advances  of  shareholders  who  had 

Company,    taken  fully  paid-up  shares  in  exchange  for  property  sold  to  the 

company^  and  it  was  held  that  the  call  was  rightly  made. 

Here  the  new  shareholders  are  given  certain  privileges,  bnt 
beyond  the  fourth  resolution,  and  apart  from  that,  they  have  no 
privilege,  because  the  sixth  resolution  says  that,  ^except  as  afore- 
said, the  new  shares  and  the  capital  represented  thereby  shall,  for 
all  purposes,  be  deemed  ordinary  shares  and  part  of  the  ordinary 
capital  of  the  company."  The  new  shareholders  must,  therefore,  be 
treated  in  all  respects  as  ordinary  shareholders,  and  can  have  no 
privileges  beyond  what  they  have  contracted  for. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Harvey  were  not  called  upon. 

Sib  R.  Malins,  V.C. : — 

I  think  I  need  not  trouble  you  further,  Mr.  Cotton.  This  is  a 
different  case  from  Ex  parte  Maude  (1),  in  my  opinion.  There  was 
no  additional  call  of  capital  there,  but  that  was  a  case  in  which  the 
shareholders  had  a  right  to  anticipate  their  calls.  Some  had  done 
so  and  some  had  not;  but  Mr.  Mafide,  as  I  tmderstand,  had  anti- 
cipated his  calls,  and  it  was  urged  before  me — and  I  thought  there 
was  great  force  in  the  argument — that  inasmuch  as  he  had  paid  up 
his  call  he  was  entitled  to  a  greater  amount  of  profit,  if  profit  bad 
been  made,  and  so,  having  had  a  greater  amount  of  profit,  he 
could  only  share  with  the  others  according  to  what  he  had  paid 
when  the  division  of  profits  took  place.  The  Lords  Justices,  how- 
ever, thought  differently.  But  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  com- 
pany being,  as  I  have  already  pointed  out,  in  great  distress,  with 
no  possible  chance  of  success  except  with  the  addition  of  fresh 
capital,  fresh  capital  is  provided  by  these  new  shareholders.  There- 
fore, in  the  winding-up,  my  opinion  is  that  the  capital  ought  to 
be  divided  amongst  the  old  shareholders  and  the  new  shareholders, 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  which  they  have  respectively  advanced. 
It  would  be  the  height  of  injustice  to  hold  that  out  of  the  money 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  51. 
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piOTided  by  the  new  shareholders  the  old  shareholders  are  actually  Y.-a  M. 

to  get  58.  of  their  money  back.    Therefore,  this  being  &  totally  1874 

distinct  case  from  anything  which  has  occurred  before,  and  the  i^  „ 
other  cases  having  no  application  to  it,  the  division  wiU  be  as  QoS^MnnKG 

I  have  already  stated.    The  costs  of  all  parties  will  come  out  of  company. 
the  estate. 

Solicitor  for  all  parties :  Mr.  J.  W.  Syhes, 


FA,  10. 


KELSEY  V.  KELSEY.  v.-o.  m. 

[1872    K.    fi2.]  ^^* 

AnnuUy^  charged  on  Land — Arrears — Bill  for  Sale — Poioer  of  Distress, 

A  testator  bequeathed  certain  leasehold  property  to  his  nephew,  upon  con- 
dition that  he  should  pay  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  an  annuity 
of  £70.  The  annuity  was  paid  for  sixteen  years,  but  for  the  half-yearly 
sum  of  £35,  due  on  the  15th  of  August,  1872,  the  nephew  gare  a  cheque 
which  was  dishonoured,  and  the  annuitant  filed  a  bill  on  the  25th  of  Novem- 
ber,  1872,  for  the  sale  of  the  property  and  for  a  receiver : — 

Edd^  that  as  the  estate  was  amply  sufficient  to  answer  the  annuity,  the 
Plaintiff  might  have  recovered  the  arrears  by  distress,  or  might  have  brought 
an  action  upon  the  dishonoured  cheque ;  and  bill  dismissed. 

BlOHABD  KELSEY  made  his  will  on  the  23rd  of  January, 

1854,  and  thereby,  amongst  other  things,  bequeathed  as  follows : — 

**  And  I  bequeath  the  two  leasehold  plots  of  ground,  and  the 

buildings  which    have  been  erected  thereon,  unto  my  nephew 

John  Kehey  the  younger,  upon  condition  that  he  do  pay  thereout, 

or  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  an  annuity  or  sum  of  £70 

per  annum,  by  half-yearly  paymentSi  unto  my  brother  Jame$ 

KeUey  and  to  his  present  wife  during  their  joint  lives,  and  to  the 

survivor  of  them  during  his  or  her  life.    And  also  that  he  do  pay 

thereout  another  annuity  or  sum  of  £70  per  annum,  by  half-yearly 

pajrments,  unto  my  brother  William  Thomas  Kdseyajid  to  his  present 

wife  during  their  lives,  and  to  the  survivor  of  them  during  his  or  her 

life,  the  said  payments  to  be  made  as  near  as  may  be  on  the  15th 

of  February  and  the  15th  of  August  in  each  respective  year.** 
Vol.  Xyn.  2  0  S 
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v«-0.  If.  The  testator  died  on  the  7th  of  August,  1^6,  poesessed  of  laige 
1874       property. 

James  Kebegf  the  first  anntutanti  and  his  wife  were  both  dead, 
and  the  wife  of  W.  T.  Kekey  was  also  dead. 

For  some  time  past  the  Plaintiff,  IF.  T.  Kelsegf  had  ezperienoed 
considerable  difficulty  in  obtaining  payment  of  his  annuity  of  £70, 
and  the  proportion  of  the  annuity  payable  on  the  15th  of  August) 
1872,  had  not  been  paid;  but,  after  several  applicatioiys  were 
made,  J.  KeUmf  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  cheque  dated  the  16th  of 
October,  1872,  for  the  amount,  which  was  returned  dishonoured 
by  the  bankers,  and  the  said  annuity,  with  the  exception  of  £5, 
remained  due  on  the  25th  of  Noyember,  when  the  bill  was  filed. 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what  was 
due  for  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  that  the  Defendant,  John  JEebey, 
might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  same,  and  also  to  pay  the  growing 
payments  as  they  should  become  due,  and  that  if  he  did  not  pay 
what  was  due  the  leasehold  plots  of  ground  and  buildings  might 
be  sold  to  raise  the  same ;  and  that  a  reoei?er  of  such  leasehold 
plots  of  ground  and  buildings  bequeathed  to  the  Defendant,  and  of 
the  rents  and  profits,  might  be  appointed. 

After  the  filing  of  the  bill  further  ooriespondence  took  phice 
between  the  parties  up  to  the  21st  of  December,  1872,  but  so 
satisfactory  arrangement  haying  been  come  to^  and  no  distinct 
promise  to  pay  having  been  given  by  the  Defendant,  the  suit  was 
proceeded  with.  The  amount  due  was  afterwards  paid,  as  well  as 
the  subsequent  half-yearly  payments,  and  nothing  remained  due 
when  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  Olasse,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Crossley,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

This  case  is  very  similar  to  the  case  of  SoUory  v.  Leaioer  (1),  de- 
cided, by  your  Honour  in  November,  1869 ;  but  we  venture  to 
think  that  if  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject  had  then  bean  cited, 
you  would  have  come  to  a  different  conclusion. 

The  authorities  upon  which  we  now  contend  that  this  biQ  is  one 
that  ought  to  be  sustained,  commence  as  long  ago  as  l^e  year 
1700.  The  first  is  Fo9ter  v.  Foder  (2),  where  an  annuity  was  given 
issuing  out  of  an  estate  devised  in  fee  to  the  Defendant^  with  power 

(1)  Law  Bep.  9  £q.  22.  (2)  Fra^  Gh.  122 ;  2  Yem.  38& 
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trf  distresB.  A  ^mII  was  filed  by  tiie  widow  and  ezBoatriz  of  I3ie  v.-ail 
mmnitisit  finr  datiifiictiozi  of  the  axreaiSy  and  the  Haeter  of  the  1874 
Bolb  decreed  the  anrean  with  costs  and  charges^  tiie  Flamtiff  to 
enter  and  enjoy  the  property  until  satisfied.  From  that  time 
downwards,  through  a  series  of  cases,  the  same  principle  has  been 
maintained.  In  Tilamly  y.  "EwmldiM  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  Court 
of  Ghanoery  had  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  Gourts  of  Law  in 
annuity  cases,  and*. therefore  could  entertain  a  suit  to  raise  the 
arrears  of  an  annuity,  though  the  deed  granting  the  annuity  con^ 
tained  a  clause  enabling  the  grantee  to  distrain,  and  the  bill 
contained  no  averment  of  any  substantial  difficulty  to  prevent  the 
Plaintiff  availing  himself  of  tiiiat  remedy.  A  similar  decision  was 
arrived  at  in  Ow£ii  v.  Jaohsan  (2),  where  it  was  held  that  a  bill 
filed  by  an  executrix  for  payment  of  nine  years'  arrears  of  an 
amiuity,  charged  by  deed  upon  real  estate  due  to  her  testator, 
the  grantee,  to  be  raised  by  sale  or  m<»tgage,  was  well  brought^ 
and  relief  was  decreed  accordingly,  although  by  the  provisions  of 
the  deed  the  Plaintiff  might  have  distrained,  or  might  have  had 
an  action  of  debt  or  distress  under  the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  c  37. 
These  cases  have  been  followed  by  Bendey  v.  Bwrdon  (3)  and 
WUtiams  v.  Bawn  (4). 

Mr.  J.  Bearsonf  Q«C.|  and  Mr.  J.  Wilkinson,  for  the  Defen- 
dant:— 

In  this  case  the  annuity  was  regularly  paid  for  sixteen  years. 
It  then  fell  in  arrear  for  three  months,  and  the  annuitant,  who  is  the 
unde  of  the  Defendant,  filed  this  bill  against  his  nephew.  There 
could  be  no  justification  for  such  a  step  being  taken.  It  is  true 
that  the  nephew  gave  to  the  Plaintiff  a  cheque,  not  having  at  the 
moment  8u£Scient  assets  at  his  bankers  to  pay  the  amount ;  but 
this  might  happen  to  any  one,  and  the  amount  was  subsequently 
paid,  and  the  annuity  has  since  been  regularly  kept  down.  Under 
any  drcumstances  the  bill  was  useless,  since  the  Plaintiff  might 
have  brought  an  action  against  the  Defendant  upon  the  dishonoured 
cheque,  and  might  have  recovered  judgment  immediately.  The 
only  question,  therefore,  is  one  of  costs,  and  that  depends  upon 

(1)  1  Dr.  &  Wal.  363.  (3)  2  S.  ft  a  619. 

(2)  M'Leland,  495 ;  13  Price,  721.  (4)  1  Coop.  C.  P.  360. 
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V^-0.  M.     whether  the  Plaintiff  was  legally  right  in  filing  this  bill    The 
1874       case  of  SoBory  r.  Leaver  (1)  was  decided  by  your  Honour  in  1869, 
consequently  this  bill  must  have  been  drawn  with  the  knowledge 
of  that  decision  having  been  made,  and  that  alone  should  disen- 
title the  Plaintiff  to  costs. 

But  upon  principle  it  will  not  be  diflScult  to  shew  that  this  bill 
cannot  be  sustained,  and  that  Sollory  v.  Leaver  was  rightly  decided. 
There  is  no  authority  in  the  books  contrary  to  the  doctrine  laid 
down  by  your  Honour.  In  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Foster  (2)  the  rents 
were  in  arrear,  and  tjiere  were  no  sufficient  rents  to  keep  down 
the  annuity,  and  moreover  the  decision  seems  to  have  been  quee- 
tioned,  for  the  reporter  has  appended  a  note  to  the  effect  that  the 
Lord  Keeper  had  that  term  dismissed  the  bill  in  a  like  case  in 
Champemoon  v.  Ovibbe.  That  case  is  reported  (3) ;  and  there  the 
Plaintiff  had  £120  per  annum  rent-charge  settled  upon  her  by  way 
of  jointure,  and  there  being  a  great  arrear,  and  not  sufficient  dis- 
tress on  the  land,  the  Plaintiff  filed  her  bill  that  the  Defendant, 
the  devisee  of  the  inheritance,  might  set  out  sufficient  distress,  or 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  hold  and  enjoy  till  paid  the  arrears ;  and 
the  Court  held  that  when  one  remedy  was  provided,  viz.,  by  distress, 
it  would  not  give  her  another  unless  fraud  be  proved.  In  Feeler  v. 
Foster  the  arrears  could  not  have  been  obtained  by  distress.  CupU 
V.  Jackson  (4)  and  Manly  v.  Hawkins  (5)  proceed  upon  the  same 
principle,  and  do  not  clash  with  your  Honour's  decision  in  SoBory 
V.  Leaver.  Here  there  was  only  one  half-yearly  payment  dne 
when  the  bill  was  filed — ^in  fact  there  was  only  £30  due--and 
there  were  ample  rents  to  pay  the  annuity ;  consequently  a  distress 
would  have  entirely  met  the  case ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  having  the 
remedy  by  distress,  cannot  be  entitled  to  another  remedy  unless 
fraud  be  proved,  which  is  not  the  case  here.  The  case  of  Buscton 
V.  Monkhouse  (6)  is  a  clear  decision  by  Lord  Eldon  that  where  there 
is  sufficient  remedy  by  distress  at  law  this  Court  will  not  grant  a 
receiver.  There  was  a  similar  decision  in  Buttery  v.  Robinson  (7). 
Here  the  remedy  by  distress  was  sufficient  for  the  Plaintiff,  or 

(1)  Law  B^.  9  Eq.  22.  (4)  M*LeLaod,  495 ;  18  Ptioe,  721. 

(2)  Free.  Gh.  122 ;  2  Vem.  386.  (6)  1  Dr.  ft  Wal.  363. 

(3)  2  Vera.  382;  (6)  Coop.  G.  41. 

(7)  8  Bing.  392. 
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he  migbt  have  brought  his  action  on  the  dishonoured  cheque.     Y.-O.  H. 
In  any  case  the  bill  was  useless,  and  ought  to  be  dismissed  with       1874 
costs.  ^ 

Mr.  Glasse^  in  reply. 

Sib  B.  Malins,  V.C.  :— 

It  appears  that  the  testator,  JB.  Kebey,  died  possessed  of  con- 
siderable property,  far  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  annuities.  It 
was  therefore  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  to  keep  the  annuities 
regularly  paid.  This  he  did  down  to  1872,  though  it  is  stated  that 
some  difficulty  was  experienced  in  obtaining  the  money.  From 
some  cause  or  other  the  payments  in  1872  became  irregular ;  and 
the  Plaintiff,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1872,  files  this  bill  against 
his  nephew  to  obtain  payment  of  the  half-yearly  sum  then  due, 
less  £5  paid  on  account,  amounting  therefore  to  £30.  The  pay- 
ment became  due  on  the  15th  of  August,  consequently  the  bill 
was  filed  three  months  afterwards.  Itis  shewn  that  the  Defendant, 
when  applied  to  for  the  money,  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  cheque,  which 
was  dishonoured,  and  this  was  the  cause  of  the  bill  haying  been  filed. 
The  testator  died  in  August,  1856,  therefore  the  annuities  must  have 
been  paid  for  sixteen  years ;  and  it  appears  that  since  the  bill  was 
filed  the  half-yearly  payftients  have  been  kept  down  regularly. 
The  case  has  been  contested  with  the  utmost  vigour,  but  inasmuch 
as  the  suit  is  now  quite  useless,  the  result  is  that  the  only  important 
question  remaining  is  upon  whom  the  expense  of  the  litigation  is 
to  fall.  Was  there,  then,  any  justification  for  filing  the  bill  ?  It 
would  be  a  deplorable  thing  if  upon  every  trivial  event  in  life  such 
litigation  as  this  could  be  justified*  There  was  here  only  one  half- 
yearly  payment  in  arrear,  and  yet  three  months  after  it  became 
due  the  Plaintiff  filed  a  bill  against  his  nephew  to  enforce  pay- 
ments But  the  Plaintiff  had  in  his  possession  the  dishonoured 
cheque,  upon  which  he  might  have  sued  the  Defendant  either  in 
one  of  the  superior  Courts  of  Law  or  in  the  County  Court; 
and  as  there  could  be  no  defence  to  an  action  upon  a  dishonoured 
cheque,  he  might  have  obtained  judgment  within  ten  days. 
Was  he  justified,  t^en.  in  entering  upon  \he  expense^  of  a 
Chancery  suit  ? 
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y.-O.  M.         This  case  is  in  all  respects  like  that  of  Sollbry  v.  Leaver  (1),  whidi 
1874        I  decided  in  November,  1869.    There  the  testator  gave  an  annuity 
which  he  directed  to  be  paid  by  his  son^andysnbject  to  and  charged 
with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies  and  the  annuity  therein- 
before mentioned,  he  devised  and  bequeathed  his  real  and  personal 
property  to  his  son  absolutely.    The  annuity  fell  in  airear  after 
having  been  regularly  paid  for  twenty  years — ^here  it  has  been  paid 
for  sixteen  years — and  the  annuitant  filed  his  bill  to  enforce  pay- 
menty  and  moved  for  a  receiver.    There  was  in  that  case  a  power 
of  distress  superadded  by  the  statute  4  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  and  the 
Plaintiff  might  consequently  have  helped  himself  to  recover  the 
amount  due,  and  I  refused  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  the  trill  was 
subsequently  dismissed.    It  is  now  said  by  the  Plaintiffs  connsri 
that  I  should  have  come  to  a  diflSarent  concIusicHi  if  various  cases 
'  (one  of  them  decided  one  hundred  and  seventy  years  ago,  and  whioh 
has  now  been  cited  to  me)  had  then  been  brought  to  my  notice. 
I  am  bound  to  say  I  have  no  doubt  that  I  came  to  a  perfectly  cor- 
rect conclusion  in  SoUory  v.  Le(wer,  though  I  do  not  think  that  in 
every  case  it  would  be  right  to  refuse  a  receiver ;  because,  for 
instance,  there  might  be  an  annuity  charged  on  property  the  rents 
of  which  would  not  be  suflSdent  to  pay  the  amount  due,  tiien  I 
should  have  thought  that  a  receiver  might  be  necessaiy.    Or  where 
an  annuity  has  been  long  in  an^ear,  and  a  distress  would  not  enaUe 
the  annuitant  to  raise  the  amount  due — ^in  that  case  a  reeeiver 
might  be  necessary.    The  three  cases  cited — Foster  v.  Fester  (2), 
Manly  v.  Eawhins  (8),  and  Ottpit  v.  Jadcsen  (4) — and  many  others 
of  a  similar  nature,  go  on  that  principle.    But  if  it  is  said  that  I 
decided  SoUory  v.  Leaver  without  having  my  attention  drawn  to 
these  cases,  I  answer  that  the  dedsion  was  not  made  in  the  absanoe 
of  authority,  for  I  proceeded  upon  the  decinon  of  Lord  Eldtm  in 
the  case  of  Bwelon  v.  Mmkhouee  (6).    In  that  case  there  was  a 
power  to  distrain  given  by  deed*    A  receiver  was  in  the  fint 
instance  appointed,  but  Lord  Eldan,  upon  a  motion  to  disobn^ge  * 
the  receiver,  held  that  the  appointment  had  been  improperly  made, 
the  Plaintiff  having  been  a  tmstee  with  power  of  entry  and  dhtroa 

(1)  Iaw  Bept  9  Eq.  22.  (8)  IDr.  &  WtL  363. 

(2)  Free  Ch.  122 ;  2  Yem.  386.  (4)  ITLeland,  495 ;  13  Price,  72L 

(5)  Ooop.  a.  41. 
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on  the  estates.  There  Loid  Eldon  gave  the  very  reason  upon  which  I     V.-G.  hl 
decided  BoUory  y.  Leaver  (1),  that  the  trostee  had  power  to  distrain.       1874 
In  SoUory  v.  Leaver  the  annuitant  bftd  a  power  of  distress,  and  I    .KstJsBf 
thought  the  case  was  analogous,  the  principle  being  that  the  Oourt     k,^^ 

will  not  help  those  who  have  power  to  help  themselves,  and  I       

refused  to  appoint  a  receiver.  In  this  ease  one  half-^year's  annuity 
was  due,  and  upon  application  being  made  for  payment  the  De- 
fendant gave  a  cheque,  which  was  dishonoured,  but  upon  which  the 
Plaintiff  might  at  once  have  brought  an  action  and  recovered  the 
amount.  Under  any  circumstances,  he  should  have  waited  until 
the  next  half-yearly  payment  became  due ;  and  there  was  no  justi- 
fication whatever  for  his  filing  this  bill.  Under  these  circumstances, 
I  think  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs ;  but,  then,  upon 
the  question  of  costs  there  is  this  to  be  said,  that  when  the  De- 
fendant was  required  to  pay  the  amount  for  which  he  had  given 
his  cheque,  he  should  have  made  a  distinct  promise  to  pay,  instead 
of  which  he  allowed  the  suit  to  proceed;  therefore  I  shall  not  give 
him  any  costs  after  the  time  wh^i  that  promise  might  have  been 
given,  which  was  on  the  2lBt  of  December,  1872. 

The  decree  will  therefore  be  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  but, 
upon  taxation,  no  costs  to  be  allowed  to  the  Defendant  after  the 
2lBt  of  December,  1872. 

Sdiicitor  for  the  Plaintiff:  Mr.  F,  W.  Pamphilon. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant:  Messrs.  Stevens,  Wmdmoni  dt 
Harries* 

(1)  Law  Bep,  9  Eq.  22. 
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Peiiiion  of  JRtgM^Free  Mtnen^-Bighi  to  ''.GdUs  "^Applieaium  for  GrmU- 

Death  htfore  B^istration'^Tran8mi$$ible  Interest, 

J»  D,,  a  free  xniner  of  the  Forett  qf  Dean^  applied  for  a  Tacant  gale,  ud 
his  appUoation  was  duly  entered  in  the  books  of  the  gaveUer,  who  there- 
apon  gare  notice  that  a  grant  of  the  gale  would  he  made  oa  a  partkaJar 
day. 

Other  applicants  appeared  whose  claims  were  disallowed,  bat  the  giaotof 
the  gale  was  delayed  until  the  free  miner  died,  when  his  doTisees  preseated 
a  petition  of  right  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  a  grant  of  the  gsle  in  right  of 
J.D. 

Demurrer  on  the  ground  that  J.  2>.  had  not  acquired  a  title  to  the  gale, 
transmissible  by  will,  overruled  with  costs  against  the  Grown. 

DeMUKBEB  to  Petition  of  Bight 

The  Petition  stated  that  James  Davis^  deceased,  was  a  duly  regis- 
tered free  miner  of  the  hundred  of  St.  Briavd$  within  the  meaning 
and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  1  &  2  Vict  c.  43,  intituled 
''  An  Act  for  regulating  the  opening  and  working  of  mines  and 
quarries  in  the  Forest  of  Dean  and  hundred  of  8t.  Briavels,  in  the 
county  of  Obueester,"  and  as  such,  entitled  to  obtain  grants  of 
gales  within  the  said  forest  and  hundred,  in  accordance  with  the 
said  Act : 

That»  on  the  4th  of  Noyember,  1868,  and  afterwards  on  the  5th 
of  July,  1872,  James  Davis  signed  an  application  for  a  gale  within 
the  forest,  and  lodged  the  same  at  the  office  of  the  deputy-gaveller 
of  the  forest,  at  Coleford.  A  similar  application  for  the  same  gale 
was  also  lodged  with  the  deputy-gaveller  by  WHJiam  Ellwajf,  and 
the  deputy-gaveller,  having  entered  these  applications  in  a  book 
kept  by  him  for  that  purpose,  subsequently  caused  an  advertise- 
ment to  be  inserted  in  a  newspaper,  called  The  Forester^  on  the 
12th  and  19th  of  July,  1872,  giving  notice  that  the  applicaticAs 
by  /•  Davis  and  TT.  Ettway  to  have  a  gale  granted  to  them  had 
been  received,  and  that  the  gale  so  applied  for  was  intended  to  be 
granted  on  the  2nd  of  August,  1872.  Accordingly,  on  that  day 
/.  Davis  and  his  solicitor  attended  at  the  officQ  gf  the  deputy- 
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gaveller  and  protested  agftinst  any  effect  being  given  to  the  appli*     V.-O.  M. 
cation  by  W.  EBtoay ;  and  in  consequence  of  the  [illness  of  the        1874 
said  W.  EUioay  the  proceedings  were  adjourned  to  the  9th  of      jamu 
August  V 

A  subsequent  protest  was  made  against  the  allotment  of  the 
said  gale  to  /•  Dams  by  two  other  free  miners,  named  Stephen 
Adams  and  Henry  Jordan^  who  alleged  that  they  were  entitled  to 
an  allotment  thereof* 

Under  these  circumstances  a  bill  was  filed  by  /.  Davis,  to 
restrain  the  gayeller  and  deputy-gayeller  of  the  forest  from  grant- 
ing the  said  gale  to  W.  Ellwayy  8.  Adams,  H.  Jordan,  or  any 
person  other  than  /.  Davis,  and  that  the  claim  of  J.  Davis  might 
be  declared  to  be  a  valid  and  subsisting  claim ,  and  that  he  was 
entitled  to  have  a  grant  of  such  gale. 

When  the  suit  came  on  to  be  heard  in  November,  1872,  a  demurrer 
was  allowed  on  the  ground  that  the  gaveller  and  deputy-gaveller 
were  not  the  right  parties  to  be  sued,  as  the  matter  affected  the 
soil  and  freehold  of  Her  Majesty,  and  the  Court  had  therefore  no 
jurisdiction  to  decide  the  question. 

To  this  bill  TT.  EUway  put  in  a  disclaimer,  and  8.  Adams  and 
S.  Jordan  filed  a  joint  and  several  answer  thereto. 

An  application  was  then  made  to  the  office  of  Her  Majesty's 
Woods  and  Forests  by  /•  Da/vis,  that  the  grant  of  the  gale  should 
be  at  once  proceeded  with ;  and  in  pursuance  of  instructions  from 
the  solicitors  to  Her  Majesty's  Woods  and  Forests,  the  deputy- 
gaveller  caused  an  advertisement  to  be  inserted  in  The  Foreder 
newspaper  on  the  28th  of  February,  1873,  to  the  same  effect  as 
the  previous  notice,  except  that  the  name  of  TT.  Ettway  was  omitted 
thereiron^,  and  the  14th  of  March,  1878,  was  therein  named  as 
the  day  upon  which  such  gale  would  be  granted. 

On  the  11th  of  March  a  protest  was  served  upon  the  deputy- 
gaveller  by  8.  Adams  and  J7.  Jordan  against  the  grant  of  the  gale 
being  made  to  /•  Davis,  and  alleging  that  they  were  entitled  to 
such  grant.  In  answer  to  this  protest  the  gaveller  decided  upon 
postponing  for  one  month  the  proposed  grant  to  J.  Davis,  in  order 
to  give  Messrs.  Adams  and  Jordan  an  opportunity  of  applying  for 
an  injunction  to  prevent  /•  Davis  from  accepting  the  grant  of  the 
gale,  but  he  informed  then^  that  if  an  injunction  was  not  obtained 
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y.-o.  K.     within  one  month  from  the  13th  of  March,  1873|  the  grant  would  be 
1874       made  to  <7.  Davis  witbont  further  delay. 

j^^         No  steps  were  taken  within  the  month  by  MJesgrs.  Adcam  and 

Thb  Qusdt.  ^^^^  *^  obtain  the  injunction,  but  the  deputy-gaveller  still  re- 

—       fused  to  make  the  grant,  in  consequence  of  a  notice  on  the  part  of 

AdatM  and  Jordan  that  they  were  about  to  present  a  petition 

of  right  to  have  their  claim  allowed. 

On  the  9th  of  April,  1873,  John,  Ettxioay^  the  son  of  the  said 
WiUiam  EBway,  being  also  a  free  miner,  filed  his  bill  against 
<71  I>am,  alleging  that  J.  Perns  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  galein 
question  allotted  to  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  already  had 
three  gales  granted  to  him.  That  suit  came  on  to  be  heard  before 
Yice-OhanceUor  Maiim  on  the  23rd  of  June,  1873  (1),  when  His 
Honour  decided  that  J.  Davis  was  at  liberty  to  BfifSj  to  haye 
another  gale  granted  to  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  then 
the  holder  of  three  gales. 

On  the  26th  of  June,  1873,  the  said  8.  Adams  and  JBT.  Jin^t^ 
at  length  filed  their  petition  of  r%ht,  stating,  in  effect,  that  their 
application  for  a  gale  was  prior  to  that  of  /.  Da/vis,  and  in  con- 
sequence thereof  the  gaveller  still  refused  to  grant  the  said  gale 
to  James  Davis,  and  the  said  /.  Davis  died  on  the  19ih  of  No- 
vember, 1873,  at  the  age  of  eighty-three  years,  having  by  .his  will 
given  to  the  suppliants,  A.  James  and  Th(mai  Morse,  the  whole  of 
his  real  and  personal  estate  upon  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  present  peidtion  of  xight  was  filed, 
praying  that,  ^y  virtue  of  the  application  of  Jaams  Davis,  dated 
the  4ih  of  November,  1869,  the  said  /.  Daivis  ^ms  entitled  to  have  the 
gale  spedfied  in  an  advertisement  dated  the  28th  of  Fetnnaty,  1873, 
granted  to  him  in  priority  to  and  to  the  eatdusion  of  all  other  fiee 
miners  of  the  said  hundred,  ai^d  that  such  gale  ought  aceotdiBgly 
to  have  been  granted  to  him  on  the  11th  of  March,  1873 ;  and 
that  it  nuigbt  be  deelaired  that^  imder  the  ciroumstanees  afeiesaid, 
the  said  gale  ought  now  to  be  granted  to  the  suppliants  in  d^ 
of  the  Bald/.  J)«vi8,  deceased,  upoa  the  tnisto  of  his  will;  andlliai 
the  same  might  acooxdis^y  be  granted  by  the  gaveller  or  dapaty* 
gaselier  to  the  suj^pIiMts  as  suQh  traatees  as  aforaaaid. 

To  this  1»11  a  demnrser  was  pofa  i&  by  the  Attoraey-Geneial  oo 

(1)  Uw  Bep.  16  Bq.  294. 
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the  gionnd  that  it  was  not  alleged  by  the  Petition  that  the  sup-  v.-aM. 

pliaats  were  tree  noneis ;  that  the  application  made  by  X  Davie  i874 

for  the  therein-mentioned  gale  had  not  conferred  on  the  suppliants  j^^xu 

a  tMe  to  any  gale,  and  that  the  suppliants  had  not  made  any  case  T«Qi,»«r. 

entitling  them  to  relief.  

Mr.  OIoBB^,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Karslake,  for  the  demurrer,  on 
behalf  of  the  Crown ; — 

This  is  a  petition  of  right  by  a  subject  against  the  Crown,  and 
all  the  Crown  has  to  do  is  to  see  that  justice  is  administered 
between  the  different  parties  claiming  to  be  entitled.  There  is 
no  iiiterest  of  the  Crown  affected,  and  the  Grown  can  have  no  feel- 
ing in  the  matter  on  one  side  or  the  other.  The  Crown  hag  a 
puUic  duty  to  perform  on  behalf  of  all  the  free  miners,  and  if  the 
Act  of  ParlSan;tent  does  not  prohibit  the  grant,  and  the  suppliants 
are  held  to  be  entitled,  the  Grown  will  have  no  hesitation  in  at 
onoe  carrying  out  the  law  in  favour  of  those  persons  who,  as  a 
matter  of  feeling,  might  be  supposed  to  have  a  just  claim. 

There  is  no  questicA  in  the  case  as  to  the  testator  James  Dome 
having  been  a  free  miner  of  the  Foreel  of  Dean,  and,  as  such, 
entitled  to  make  application  for  any  vacant  gale ;  but  the  question 
is,  whether  the  suppfiants,  who  are  his  representatives,  have  a 
right  to  claim  what  was  never  in  &ct  granted  to  their  testator.  It 
is  true  that  Jamee  Davis  made  an  application  to  the  gaveller  for  a 
grant  of  this  gale,  and  the  gaveller  gave  notice  that  on  a  certain 
day  the  grant  would  be  made  in  case  he  should  be  found  entitled 
to  it^  but  other  claims  have  been  raised  which  may  or  may  not  be 
well*-&)iinded,  and  until  those  claims  are  disposed  of,  it  cannot  be 
said  that  Davis  was  entitled  to  a  grant  The  daims  are  rtill 
pending  which  were  raised  on  bebalf  of  Messrs.  Adams  and  Jordan 
befooe  the  death  of  Dofvis,  and  consequently  the  grant  was  not 
made  to  him.  The  Act  of  Parliament,  1  &  2  Tict.  c^  48,  which 
was  passed  for  the  porpoie  of  settling,  all  the  disputes  pre- 
nonsly  existing  as  to  the  rights  of  free  miners,  enacts  in  the  60th 
sectioft  that  the  gaveller  or  depotyi^aveller  shall  enter  in  his  book 
all  aj^Hcatioiis  ioi  ples^  aad  when  there  shall  be  more  a^ica- 
tioDs  than,  one  thai  parties  shall  diraw  lots  to  ascertain  who  is  to  be 
ttititlad;  and  tiie  6gnd  sectibn  provides  that  the  gayeUer  shall 


506  EQUTTT  CASEB.  [LB. 

V.-G.  M.  not  be  compellable  to  grant  any  gale  under  the  drcnnigtances 
1874  therein  mentioned,  shewing  that  it  is  for  the  gaveller  to  decide  wb 
Jaiieb  ^  entitled,  and  it  is  not  a  matter  of  right  that  the  first  aj^Iicant 
..  J^-  is  to  have  the  gale  he  applies  for*  But  the  38th  section  oendudei 
—  the  case  when  it  provides  that  no  persons  shall  be  considered  as 
entitled  to  any  gale  unless  such  gale  shall  have  been  duly  granted 
by  the  gaveller,  and  entered  in  the  gaveller*s  books,  and  that  an 
application  made  by  any  person  for  a  gale,  but  which  has  not  been 
duly  granted  by  and  entered  in  the  books  of  the  gaveller,  shall 
not  confer  a  title  to  any  gale.  We  say,  therefore,  that  /.  Dovm 
was  not  eatitled  to  this  gale  before  his  death,  and  we  further  oos- 
tend  that  if  he  had  a  right,  that  right  would  not  descend  to  his 
representatives.  The  23rd  section  provides  that  such  free  miner, 
duly  registered  as  aforesaid,  should  have  the  exclusive  right  of 
having  a  gale  granted  to  him,  and  it  should  be  lawful  for  him  to 
sell,  transfer,  assign,  or  dispose  of  such  gale  either  by  deed  or  will 
to  each  other,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  whosoever.  Now 
/.  Davis  never  received  a  grant  of  the  gale,  and  was  never  r^ 
tered  as  owner  of  the  gale.  Jt  was  not,  therefore,  a  transmiaaible 
interest,  and  the  suppliants,  who  are  not  free  miners  themselTes, 
are  not  entitled  to  receive  the  grant  or  to  be  registered  in  respect 
of  a  gale  which  was  never  granted  to  their  testator, 

Mr.  Eifffftns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  0.  Wood^  in  support  of  tbe 
Petition : — 


The  main  question  is,  whether  James  Davis,  when  he  made 
application  in  the  form  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  did  not  acquire 
a  transmissible  interest  in  the  gale  he  applied  for — whether  in  &ct 
the  application  itself  did  not  give  him  an  equitable  right  in  tbe 
property.  Then,  in  the  next  place,  we  contend  that  what  was 
done  by  the  gaveller  subsequently  to  the  application  confirmed 
James  Davis  in  his  right. 

The  rights  of  the  free  miners  existed  long  before  tbe  Act  of 
Parliament  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  43.  The  Act  was  only  passed  to  rege- 
late and  confirm  those  righta,  and  to  apply  certain  forms  and 
regulations  to  control  the  various  conflicting  interests  which  bad 
grown  up  from  time  to  time  among  the  free  mineiB  of  the  Rred  (f 
Dean.  James  Davis,  whose  title  to  be  a  free  miner  is  pot  disputed, 
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was  one  of  the  persons  whose  claims  had  existed  for  many  years    V.-c.  M* 
anterior  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  when  he  made  his  claim  to       1874 
this  gale  on  the  4th  of  Noyember,  1868,  he  was  exercising  a  right      j^^ 
already  vested  in  him.    This  application  was  lodged  with  the  xheQubik. 
depnty-gaveller,  and  a  similar  application  for  the  same  gale  was       «— 
also  lodged  by  William  EBtoay;  and  the  deputy-gaveller  gave 
notice  by  advertisement  that  these  two  applications  had  been 
made,  and  that  he  should  grant  the  gale  in  pnrsnance  thereof  on  a 
particular  day.    That  proceeding  was  adjourned  in  consequence  of 
the  illness  of  EUway^  but  the  claim  of  EUway  was  withdrawn. 
Then  other  claims  sprang  up,  but  the  deputy-gaveller  issued  a 
second  notice  on  the  28th  of  February,  1878,  to  the  same  effect  as 
the  first  advertisement,  and  another  day  was  fixed  for  granting  the 
gale.    Farther  protests  were  again  made  against  the  confirmation 
of  the  grant  to  Davis,  and  a  new  claimant  to  the  gale  appeared  in 
John  HBway,  the  son  of  William  EUway^  but  his  claim  was  disposed 
of  by  your  Honour's  decision  in  the  case  of  EUway  v.  BaviB  (1). 
By  these  means  the  rights  of  J.  Davi$  were  again  delayed  until 
his  death  in  November,  1873.    No  one  can  deny  that  this  is  a 
great  hardship  upon  /.  Davis,  whose  rights  have  been  frustrated 
by  persons  having  no  just  claim  to  the  property.    What  we  con- 
tend is,  that  the  gaveller  is  bound  by  the  Act  to  grant  the  gale  to 
free  miners  in  the  order  of  their  applications,  and  that  the  entry 
of  such  application  in  the  books  of  the  gaveller  is  evidence  of  the 
claimant's  title.    That  is  shewn  by  the  60th  section  of  the  Act, 
but  is  made  more  certain  by  the  62nd  section,  which  provides 
that  the  gaveller  shall  not  be  compellable  to  grant  any  gale  which 
may  interfere  with  any  existing  gale.    In  this  case  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  gale  in  question  would  interfere  with  any  other 
gale,  and  the  fact  of  the  notice  by  the  gaveller  that  he  would  grant 
the  gale  on  a  particular  day  is  evidence  of  there  being  no  objection 
Tmder  the  62Qd  section,  consequently  he  is  compellable  to  complete 
the  grant.    Then  it  is  said  that  the  38th  section  precludes  the 
right  of  Davis,  because  although  his  claim  was  recognised,  yet  no 
grant  to  him  of  the  gale  has  been  made  and  duly  registered  in  the 
l^ks  of  the  gaveller,  and  that  unless  the  grant  and  registration 
are  complete,  no  title  is  conferred  to  the  gale ;  but  this  section 

(L)  Law  Rep.  16  £q.  294. 
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Y.-o.  11  evidently  applies  to  the  state  of  thinga  existing  at  tiie  time  of  tiie 
1074  passixig  of  the  Aot  The  ieoticBti,  ae  toad  by  the  light  «£  the 
Jamm      following  section,  must  mean  that  no  person  shall  be  oonsideied  ai 

Thb  Qfixk.  ^^^^^^  ^  ^  8^  ^  ^^  ^^^  o^  ^^  pa^ng  of  the  Aet^  by  ^riitDe 
*— -  of  an  aipj^eatixm  made  since  the  9ih  of  April,  18S2,  wolem  the 
Oommissioners  should  otiierwise  decide.  It  capnot  be  made  to 
apply  to  f otoie  applications,  that  is,  applications  made  after  the 
passing  of  the  Aot^  withoat  introducing  otber  words  into  the 
section ;  and  this  is  shewn  by  all  the  sections  goyeming  the  38th, 
ficom  the  preamble  all  through  the  Act.  The  grant  of  these  gales 
is  not  a  matter  of  fftYonr  from  the  Grown.  The  Cro?m  has  no  right 
to  &vonr  one  applicant  more  than  another.  It  is  a  matter  of  right 
in  the  free  miner  which  was  yested  in  Mm  before  the  statute  iras 
passed,  and  has  now  become  a  statutory  right.  If  this  elaim  is 
not  sustained,  it  may  be  in  the  power  of  any  other  person  alleging 
himself  to  be  a  free  miner,  or  any  number  of  persons,  to  set  up 
claims  and  make  protests,  and  thus  to  postpone  the  legal  right  of 
the  first  applicant  until  he  is  deprived  of  those  rights  by  deatk 
The  gaveller  has  no  discretion  in  the  exercise  of  his  duties,  and  the 
first  firee  miner  who  applies  for  a  vacant  gale,  and  whose  applica- 
tkm  is  duly  entered,  is  entitled  by  right  to  the  grant,  and  the 
registration  of  the  grant  merdy  recognises  and  confirms  that 
right.  Then,  as  to  whether  this  right  is  transmissibie  to  the 
claimant's  representatives,  on  this  question  the  23rd  seetion  of  the 
Act  is  conclusive  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  firee  miner  who 
is  entitled  to  a  gale,  to  sell,  transfer,  assign,  or  dispose  of  such  gale 
and  all  other  the  gales  to  which  Ihey  are  entitled,  either  by  deed 
or  will,  to  each  other,  or  to  any  other  person  or  persons  whomeo- 
0ver#  Iff  therefore,  /•  Davis  was  entitled  t6  the  gale,  he  had  a 
right  to  dispose  of  it  by  will,  and  the  present  suppliants  hare  a 
right  to  call  upon  the  gaveller  to  confirm  them  in  the  title  to 
such  gale. 

Mr.  Oloiief  in  reply. 

Sib  E,  Malins,  V.O.  :— 

This  is  a  petition  of  right  addressed  to  the  Queen  by  ABe^ 
James  and  Thomas  Morse,  who  are  the  legal  personal  representa* 
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tires  of  cue  /oMeB  JDcma,  who  died  on  the  10th  of  Novembei,     v.-a  M. 

1873.  1874 

It  zaibes  an  important  qnestion  with  regard  to  the  right  of      .iZL 
the  free  mineis  in  the  district  of  the  Foreti  of  Deanf  in  which  dis*-  ^^  Q^nnr 
triot  it  is  known  that  for  very  many  yeaiSy  for  generations  past       — 
indeed,  those  who  ace  free  mmers  hare  had  Tory  valuable  rights  of 
obtaining  a  grant  of  a  gale,  which  means  a  right  to  work  a  parti- 
ciilar  district  and  sink  for  iron  or  eoal,  or  both,  these  two  minerals 
being  found  in  this  district  in  great  abundance. 

In  the  year  1838,  in  consequence  of  the  number  of  free  minen 
and  the  manner  in  which  their  rights  had  been  dealt  with,  matteici 
for  some  time  had  fallen  into  great  confusion ;  and,  in  order  to 
abolish  that  confusion,  the  Act  of  Parliament  which  gives  rise  to 
this  question  was  passed  in  July,  1838.  Amongst  other  things, 
that  Act  of  Parliament  defines  who  are  the  free  miners ;  but  there 
is  no  question  upon  that  subject,  here.  It  is  admitted  that  James 
Da/vis  was  a  £ree  miner,  and  had  no  doubt  been  so  for  very  many 
years,  as  he  died  at  the  age  of  eighty^three.  Probably  he  was  a 
free  miner  for  more  than  sixty  years,  for  all  that  is  required  of  a 
free  miner  is  that  he  shall  be  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  shall 
have  resided  in  a  particular  parish  for  one  year  and  a  day. 

Then,  being  a  free  miner,  he  has  the  rights  which  he  had  in 
point  of  fact  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  which  are  confirmed  to 
him  by  the  Act;  and  amongst  l^e  rights  is  that  of  applying  for  a 
gale,  and,  as  I  read  the  Act  of  Parliament,  the  gaveller  or  deputy- 
gaveller  (the  gaveller  is  the  person  who  exercises  the  function,  and 
ihe  deputy  acts  for  him)  has  no  disoretion  whatevo*,  but  upon  an 
application  being  made  by  a  free  miner  for  a  gale  which  is  free 
from  any  other  application,  the  first  applicant  is  to  have  the  gale. 
What  the  gaveller  has  to  do  is  to  consider — Is  the  applicant  a 
free  miner  ?  Does  he  apply  for  a  gale  which  is  unoccupied  ?  And 
if  he  finds  that  he  is  a  free  miner,  and  that  he  applies  for  that 
which  is  unoccupied,  then  his  duty  is  prescribed  by  the  60th  sec- 
tion of  this  Act^  which  is  in  these  terms :  ''  That  the  gaveller 
or  deputy-gaveller  for  the  time  being  shall  grant  gales  to  free 
miners  in  the  order  of  their  applications  in  writing  to  be  made 
from  and  aft^r  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  the  entry  of  such 
applications  in  the   books  of  the  gaveller  or  deputy-gayeller 
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y.^C.  H.     shall  be  evidence  of  the  priority  of  sach  applications  redpectively ; 

1874       and  the  said  gayeller  or  depnty-gayeller  is  hereby  directed  to 

jjuiwB      Biake  entries  of  all  sach  applications  as  aforesaid,  and  in  the 

TBsOimitf    ^^^^  ^  which  the  same  are  made;   and  the  application  for 

—       such  gales  shall  be  made  by  the  filling  np  of  a  printed  form  of 

application  to  be  provided  by  the  said  gaveller  or  depnty-gaveller; 

and  when  there  shall  be  more  than  one  application  on  the  same 

day  for  the  same  gale,  then  the  person  who  is  to  be  entitled 

thereto  shall  be  determined  on  by  lot  to  be  drawn  by  the  parties 

before  the  gaveller  or  depnty-gaveller,  and  as  he  shall  direct,  and 

for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  the  day  shall  be  taken  to  begin  at 

10  of  the  clock  in  the  morning  and  end  at  5  of  the  dock  in  the 

afternoon."    Therefore  when  they  are  not  on  the  same  day  the 

priority  is  settled  by  the  day  on  which  the  application  is  made. 

Then  the  62nd  section  provides:  ''And  be  it  enacted  that  the 
said  gaveller  or  depnty-gaveller  for  the  time  being  shall  not  be 
compellable  to  grant  any  gale  which  he  may  conceive  will  i&te^ 
fere  with  any  existing  gale,  pit,  levelt  or  work,  or  which,  either 
from  its  proposed  situation  or  extent,  shall  not^  in  the  opinion  of  the 
said  gaveller  or  depnty-gaveller,  be  considered  as  adapted  for 
obtaining  the  coal  or  other  mineral  in  the  best  and  most  econo- 
mical manner."  Mr.  Siggins  says — and  I  think  there  is  consider- 
able force  in  the  argument — ^thaj^  this  section,  when  it  says  that 
the  gaveller ''  shall  not  be  compellable,"  implies  that  in  other 
cases  he  is  compellable. 

Now  Dims,  having  every  qualification  to  apply  for  a  gale,  makes 
an  application.  How  is  that  dealt  with  by  the  gaveller?  He 
made  the  first  application  s6  long  ago  as  1868,  but  I  do  not  think 
I  need  go  into  that,  because  the  more  formal  one,  and  the  most 
important  in  this  case,  is  that  which  was  made  on  the  5th  of  Jolj, 
1872.  That  application  was  acceded  to  by  the  gaveller,  who 
entered  it  in  his  book,  and  gave  notice  of  it  in  a  public  paper, 
which  is  accessible,  and  indeed,  I  suppose,  published  in  that  dis^ 
trict  for  the  information  of  this  very  class  of  persons,  the  free 
miners;  and  it  is  in  these  terms : '^  forest  o/ Ddaii  and  Hundred  of 
St.  Briaveb,  county  of  Olouoeder^  Act  1st  and  2nd  Victoria,  cap^  43. 
Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  Her  Majesty's  gaveller  of  and  for  the 
Fareti  of  Dea/i^  has  received  an  application  from  Jamei  Dopii,  of 
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Torldeyf  and  Wtn,  EUway,  of  YarJdey "  (the  claim  of  EUwatf  was     V.-O.  M. 
ufterwafdfl  disposed  of),  ^  to  have  a  'gale  granted  to  them  of  a       1874 
certain  work  or  intended  work,  or  iron  mine,  situate  or  intended       j7^ 
to  be  situate  at  or  near  Yorkkiff  fifty  yards  south-east  of  the  Naff's  .^^  ^* 

Head  Inn,  within  the  Forest  of  Dean  and  Hundred  of  8t.  Bria/vda,       

in  the  county  of  Qloucesier.  That  the  gale  so  applied  for  is  in- 
tended to  be  worked  by  means  of  a  pit  or  level,  and  that  the  deep 
limestone  is  the  vein  of  iron  ore  proposed  to  be  got  by  means 
thereof;  and  that  the  said  James  Davis  and  Wm.  EUway,  being  free 
miners  duly  registered  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  of  Parliament, 
1st  and  2nd  Yictoria,  cap.  48,  are  entitled  to  have  a  gale  granted  to 
them,  under  the  authority  of  the  said  Act,  of  coal  and  iron  mines 
within  the  said  forest  and  hundred.** 

Therefore  here  the  gaveller  accedes  to  every  part  of  the  appli- 
cation— admits  his  title,  admits  the  application,  and  gives  this 
notice  :-^— ''  Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  gale  so  applied  for  as 
above-mentioned  is  intended  to  be  granted  on  the  2nd  day  of 
August,  1872,  at  noon,  in  a  certain  building  or  place  of  business 
usually  called  or  known  as  the  Graveller's  Office,  situate  in  the 
town  of  Coleford,  in  the  hundred  of  St.  Briavds,  in  the  county  of 
Oloueester  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  gale  so  applied  for  and  intended 
to  be  granted  is  bounded,"  and  so  forth.  Then  he  describes  the 
boundaries. 

Now,  therefore,  the  deputy-gaveller,  having  no  discretion  what- 
ever to  exercise,  but  being  bound  to  grant  the  gale  if  it  is  free 
from  any  other  application,  has  here  in  the  most  formal  manner 
acceded  to  this  application,  and  gives  notice  that  he  will  proceed 
to  perfect  it  by  an  actual  grant  on  the  2nd  of  August,  1872.  After 
that  date  other  claimants  come  forward,  namely,  Adams  and  Jordan, 
who  had  made  application  so  long  ago  as  1846  for  this  gale,  or  some 
part  of  it.  The  gaveller,  in  the  exercise  of  his  duties,  gave  notice 
that  that  application  could  not  be  acceded  to,  because  there  had 
been  a  grant  which  had  entirely  displaced  them ;  but  as  they  per- 
sisted in  their  claim,  and  in  consequence  of  that  claim,  instead  of 
the  grant  being  perfected,  as  the  notice  said  it  would  be,  on  the 
2nd  of  August,  1872,  it  is  postponed  again,  and  on  the  13th  of 
March,  1873,  the  gaveller,  Mr.  Houfard,  writes  this  letter  in  reply 
to  a  notice  from  Adams  and  Jordan,  who  had  given  him  notice  not 
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V.-O.  M.     to  perfect  the  grant  to  Dcms :— *'  Gentlemes, — ^I  have  to  acknow- 
1874       ledge  the  receipt  of  your  notice,  dated  the  11th  instant,  objecting 
jAMiB      to,  opposing,  and  protesting  against  the  grant  of  a  ^e  being  made 
Thb  Quctk.  ^  Jo^mes  Davis,  of  YcrUey,  of  which  intended  grant  notice  has 
—       been  advertised.   In  reply,  I  have  to  inform  you  that  the  proposed 
grant  to  James  Davis  will  be  postponed  for  one  month  from  this 
date  "  (that  is,  to  the  13th  of  April,  1873), « in  order  to  give  yoa  an 
opportunity  of  applying  for  an  injunction  to  prevent  Davis  apply- 
ing for  or  accepting  a  grant  of  the  gale.   You  will  be  good  enough 
to  bear  in  mind  that  I  must  not  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  as  1 
am  not  liable  to  be  sued,  and  that,  if  an  injunction  is  not  obtaioed 
within  one  month  from  this  date,  the  grant  will  be  made  to  Jiames 
Davis  without  further  delay."    Nothing,  in  my  opinion,  eoold  he 
more  proper  than-  the  course  adopted  on  that  occasion  by  the 
gaveller. 

.  But,  however,  other  difficulties  interposed ;  other  dainis  weie 
made^  bills  were  filed,  and  every  obstacle  thrown  in  the  way  of 
Dams  getting  a  grant;  and  so  matters  went  on  until  the  19th  of 
November  last  year,  when  James  Davis,  the  applicant,  the  fiee 
miner,  and  who,  according  to  Mr.  Higffins's  argument,  became 
absolutely  entitled  to  this  gale,  died. 

Now  it  is  contended  that  upon  this  all  rights  upon  his  part  ceased. 
It  is  said  that  the  grant  must  be  to  a  free  miner — ^it  cannot  be  to  a 
representative — and  that  he  can  have  no  right  to  transmit  it  unless 
the  grant  is  made  in  his  lifetime.  That  question  depends  solely 
upon  the  38th  section  of  the  Act,  to  which  I  will  refer ;  but  before 
I  do  so  I  must  look  at  the  principle.  This  is  no  new  principle  in 
this  Court.  The  right  of  the  miner  is  to  have  a  gale;  all  tiiats 
incumbent  upon  the  gaveller  or  the  deputy-gaveller  is  to  fix  upon 
the  boundaries.  If  the  ground  is  unoccupied,  it  is  the  free  minerX 
as  I  conceive,  the  moment  he  gives  notice  to  take  it.  It  is  veiy 
much,  I  think,  like  the  right  of  a  railway  company  who  have  com- 
pulsory powers  of  taking  land  and  serving  notice  to  tieat.  Upon 
that  notice  to  treat  being  served,  as  between  them  and  the  land- 
owner, the  land  becomes  the  property  of  the  company.  It  is  like 
the  case  of  a  right  4>f  pre-emption.  A.  says  to  B^  ^'  You  may 
have  my  estate  at  a  given  price  if  you  will  give  me  notice  in 
a  limited  time."    The  purchaser  gives  notice,  and  the  land  the 
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moment  the  notice  is  served  becomes  his.    So  in  this  case,  upon    v.-o.  A(. 
prindpley  my  opinion  is  that  the  moment  a  free  miner  gives  notice       1874 
to  the  depnty-gaveller,  who  has  no  discretion  to  exercise,  as  I  have      Jaios 
already  said,  the  gale  becomes  his ;  and  the  23rd  section  says  that  fji^^  q^ekn. 

when  it  becomes  his  he  is  at  liberty  to  sell  or  transfer  it.  I  assume       

now  for  this  purpose  that  he  comes  in  upon  the  notice  being 
given  '*  That  such  free  miners  duly  registered  as  aforesaid  shall  have 
Ihe  exclusive  right  of  having  gales  or  works  granted  to  them  by 
Her  Majesty's  officer,  herein  called  gaveUer,  or  deputy-gaveller,  to 
open  mines  within  the  said  hundred,  and  to  have  gales  or  leases  of 
quarries  within  the  said  forest,  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  such  free  miners  to  sell,  transfer,  assign,  or  dis- 
pose of  such  gales  and  works,  and  all  other  the  gales  and  works  to 
which  they  are  now  entitled,  and  all  quarries  to  be  defined  as  after- 
mentionedy  either  by  deed  or  will,  to  each  other  or  to  any  other 
person  or  persons  whomsoever." 

Now,  therefore,  when  applicatiou  was  made  by  Da/vis,  a  free 
miner,  and  that  application  was  acceded  to  by  the  gaveller,  as  it 
was,  by  the  notice  of  the  12th  of  July  that  the  gale  would  be 
gmnted  on  the  2nd  of  August,  and  that  notice  was  again  renewed 
by  the  notice  to  Adams  and  Jordan,  it  seems  to  me  that  every- 
thing had  been  done  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  free  miner,  except 
clothing  him  with  the  actual  legal  estate  by  delivery  out  to  him  of 
the  'grant ;  and  it  does  seem  to  me,  upon  every  principle,  that 
when  that  was  once  done  the  free  miner  was  then  in  a  situation 
to  deal  with  it,  because  we  know  by  experience  that  these  men 
do  not  work  these  gales  themselves.  They^  are  things  of  great 
value  probably,  and  from  what  I  have  heard  of  this  particular 
gale^  I  have  no  doubt  it  was  worth  many  thousand  pounds  to  this 
poor  man,  and  that  he  had  been  long  in  the  expectation  that  he 
would  become  a  rich  man  by  this  gale^  and  died  so ;  whereas,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  this  argument  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  was 
to  succeed,  by  the  metre  accidental  delay  and  interposition  of  other 
persons,  who  set  up  a  daim  which  they  have  not  been  able  to 
sustain,  by  that  accidental  circumstance  the  family  of  this,  man, 
instead  of  being  probably  left  in  affluence^  may,  for  aught  I  know, 
have  been  left  in  indigence.  I  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Olasae's  argu- 
ment that  all  those  considerations  must  be  set  aside— that  I  am  not 
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Y.-O.  H.     in  the  slightest  degree  to  indulge  in  them — ^if  the  proper  intopre- 
1874       tation  of  the  Ax^t  of  Parliament  is  that  which  has  been  eontended 
jZ^      for  on  the  part  of  the  Crown. 
T    Ounv       ^^^^  being,  upon  the  general  principles  of  this  Courts  the  right 

of  the  patties,  and  such  being,  as  I  collect,  independently  of  the 

38th  section,  the  proper  construction  of  this  Act  of  Parliament,  I 
think  I  ought  not,  at  all  events  in  the  present  state  of  this  cause, 
to  acdede  to  the  argument  of  the  Crown  upon  the  38ih  section, 
unless  I  am  perfectly  clear  that  there  is  no  doubt  upon  the  subject 
whatever,  that  it  does  apply,  not  only  to  the  state  of  things  which 
existed  at  the  time  that  the  Act  passed,  but  to  all  the  states  of 
things  which  should  thereafter  occur. 

With  regard  to  the  38th  section,  considering  the  state  of  coo- 
fusion  which  existed  when  the  Act  passed,  and  for  the  removal  of 
which  it  was  passed,  I  think  that  that  might  not  be  an  unfidi 
interpretation  which  has  been  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
suppliants,  that  this  38th  section  is  not  intended  to  apply  to  all 
time,  but  only  to  the  state  of  things  which  existed  when  the  Act 
of  Parliament  passed,  when  the  rights  were  uncertain  and  had  got 
into  great  confusion.  I  will  now  read  the  38th  section  to  see  what 
its  language  is :  ^'  Be  it  enacted  that  no  person  shall  be  considered  as 
entitled  to  any  gale  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act,  unless 
such  gale  shall  have  been  duly  granted  by  the  gaveller  and  entered 
on  the  gaveller's  books  on  or  before  the  9th  day  of  April,  1832.** 
This  date  is  explained  by  sect.  39,  which  says  that  all  granting  of 
gales  was  suspended  after  that  date  until  the  passing  of  the  Act. 
There  was  a  commission  appointed  at  that  tima 

That  first  part  of  the  section  refers  to  the  state  of  things  before 
the  passing  of  the  Act^  and  one  would  infer  naturally  that  some 
part  of  tite  section  would  apply  to  the  period  of  the  passing  of 
the  Act.  I  think  that  the  language  favours  the  view  that  it 
applies,  not  to  the  state  of  things  which  afterwards  existed,  but  to 
what  then  existed — I  think  that  to  be  probable.  I  do  not,  however, 
finally  decide  it,  because  the  only  question  now  is,  whether  I  allov 
the  demurrer.  The  section  goes  on :  "  And  an  application  made 
by  any  person  for  a  gale,  but  which  has  not  been  duly  granted  bj 
and  entered  in  the  books  of  the  gaveller  or  deputy-gaveller 
(except  as  regards  such  gales,  pits,  levels,  or  works  as  shall  be 
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awarded  and  confirmed  by  the  said  Commissioners  hereby  appointed     V.-G.  M. 
under  the  anthority  in  that  behalf  hereinafter  contained),  shall  not       1874 
confer  a  title  to  any  gale."  Therefore  I  read  that  first  part  in  this      j^^es 
way :  that  no  person  shall  be  considered  as  entitled  to  any  gale  at  .j,    ^' 

the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  unless  such  gale  shall  have       

been  duly  granted  by  the  gaveller  and  entered  on  the  gaveller  s 
books  on  or  before  the  9th  of  April,  and  no  application  already 
made  by  any  person  for  a  gale  which  has  not  been  duly  granted  by 
and  entered  in  the  books  of  the  gaveller  or  deputy-gaveller  shall 
confer  a  title  to  any  such  gale.  That  is  my  interpretation  of  the 
natural  meaning  of  the  language,  and  I  am  very  much  inclined 
to  agree  with  the  argument,  that  that  is  borne  out  by  the  39th 
section,  because  it  goes  on :  "  And  whereas  since  the  9th  day  of 
April,  1832,  the  granting  of  gales  in  the  said  forest  and  hundred 
has  been  suspended."  Why  ?  No  doubt  suspended  on  account  of 
the  state  of  confusion  as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties.  ^*  But  since 
the  9th  day  of  April,  1832,  various  applications  in  writing  have 
been  made  by  free  miners  of  gales  at  various  places  in  the  said 
forest  and  hundred,  and  whereas,  although  such  applications  have 
not  been  granted,  nevertheless  the  same  have,  in  some  instances, 
been  acted  upon  as  if  they  had  been  granted,  and  works  have  been 
erected  and  proceeded  in  under  such  applications  at  considerable 
expense;  now  therefore  be  it  enacted  that  the  Commissioners 
appointed  under  this  Act  shall  determine  by  their  said  award 
whether  any  and  what  gales  for  which  such  applications  have  been 
made  subsequent  to  the  said  9th  day  of  April,  1832,  and  have  been 
so  acted  upon,  can  be  granted  without  injury  or  detriment  to  any 
legally  existing  gales,  pits,  levels,  or  works.*'  Therefore,  looking 
at  all  the  sections  together  for  the  present  purpose,  the  inclination 
of  my  opinion  (and  it  is  quite  su£Scient  to  say  that)  is  that  this 
38th  section  applies  only  to  the  state  of  things  which  existed  when 
the  Act  passed,  and  that  it  is  not  prohibitory,  and  I  am  very 
clearly  of  opinion  that  it  ought  not  to  be  prohibitory  for  the 
future ;  and  I  cannot  suppose  that  it  was  ever  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  inflict  so  great  a  hardship  upon  this  poor  class  of 
men,  who  by  reason  of  their  applicaticms  being  acceded  to  are  put 
in  a  position  of  just  expectation  of  being  possessed  of  considerable 
property,  as  that  a  mere  accidental  delay,  such  as  the  illpess  of  the 
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V.-O.  M.     gaveller  or  some  other  accidental  circumstance  over  which  tley 

1S74        had  no  control,  such  as  the  man  dying  before  the  thing  was  com- 

jZaa      pleted^  is  to  deprive  them  of  that  which  is  likely  to  be  a  valuable 

Thm  q         property.   I  say  deliberately  that  I  cannot  come  to  that  conclusion 

unless  I  find  that  the  language  is  so  positive  and  clear  as  to  admit 

of  no  doubt.  I  have  very  great  doubt  upon  the  subject,  and  I 
think  it  is  a  case  in  which  these  people  ought  to  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  bringing  any  evidence  to  shew  that  that  was  not  the 
practice,  and,  therefore,  never  could  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
Act,  or  in  other  words,  that  they  should  be  allowed  to  amend 
their  case  as  much  as  they  possibly  can ;  and  therefore  I  think  it 
would  be  a  harsh  proceeding  in  the  present  state  of  the  case  to  say 
that;  this  demurrer  shall  be  allowed  finally  to  decide  everything 
against  the  Petitioners. 

With  regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  Crown,  the  ofiScer  of  the 
Crown,  the  Solicitor  of  Woods  and  Forests  instructing  the  Attorney- 
General,  and  Mr.  Olaase  and  Mr.  KarelaJce,  the  counsel  who 
appear  on  behalf  of  the  Attorney-General,  has  only  performed  a 
public  duty.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  any  feeling.  The  feeling 
would  all  be  in  favour  of  Davis^  and  it  is  only  just  to  the  counsel 
for  the  Crown  to  mention  that  Mr.  Olaase  did  say  that  they  would 
concur  in  the  observation,  that  if  the  Act  of  Parliament  does  not 
prohibit  the  grant  it  is  one  that  ought  to  be  made.  As  a  matter  of 
feeling,  I  am  sure  the  inclination  of  all  parties  would  be  in  favour 
of  Davis  and  his  family.  Therefore  I  think  the  proper  [course 
would  be  to  overrule  this  demurrer  in  order  that  the  question  may 
undergo  further  investigation. 

Mr.  Hiffffins: — ^We  ask  that  the  costs  may  follow  the  usual 
course,  and  that  they  may  be  the  same  as  in  an  ordinary  suit.  That 
is  provided  for  by  Sir  William  BovSFs  Ad^  which  says  that  the 
suppliant  shall  be  entitled  to  costs  against  the  Crown. 

Mr.  Olasse : — ^The  Court  has  the  same  power  to  give  costs  as  it 
would  in  any  private  case.  It  is  only  fair  to  the  parties  on  the 
other  side  to  say  that  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  we  should  advise 
the  Crown  to  appeal,  and  therefore  they  had  better  bring  the  other 
parties  before  the  Oourt^  so  that  they  may  contest  the  matter 
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between  themselves.    If  they  can  get  rid  of  the  other  parties,  we     V.  a  VL 
shall  be  too  glad  for  the  Plaintiff  to  haye  the  gale.  1874 


Thk  Qukin. 


Jauw 

The  Yioe-Chancellob  :— Considering  the  parties,  I  am   of  ^^^^J; 
opinion  that  the  costs  ought  to  go  with  the  ^eyent,  and  I  shall 
therefore  oyerrule  the  demurrer  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Peacock  &  Ooddard, 
Solicitor  for  the  Commissioners  of  Woods  and  Forests :  Mr. 
H.  Watson. 


Feb.U. 


,     WILSON  V.  THOBNBURY.  v.-o.  M.^ 

[1871    W.    251.]  ^ 

Frodudion  of  Documents—Compamon  of  Eomdwriting—Che^pies — 8iffnature6 

alleged  to  he  Forgeries, 

In  a  Bidt  in  which  the  genniseness  of  the  signature  of  a  testator  to  a 
certain  document  was  one  of  the  issues  to  be  tried,  the  Defendant  was  ordered 
to  produce  on  affidavit  any  cheques  in  his  possession  signed  by  the  testator 
between  specified  dates.  The  Defendant  produced  a  great  number  of  cheques^ 
stating  in  his  affidavit  that  they  were  all  the  cheques  in  his  possession  signed 
by  the  testator,  but  that  he  had  other  cheques  drawn  on  the  testator's 
bankers,  which  he  did  not  produce  because  they  were  forgeries : — 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  any  further  particnlars,  or 
to  production  of  the  cheques  alleged  to  be  forged. 

Qimre,  whether  a  document  required  only  for  comparison  of  handwriting 
is  a  relevant  document  which  a  Defendant  is  bound  to  specify  or  produce. 

X  HIS  was  an  adjourned  summons,  upon  the  application  of  the 
Plaintiffs^  to  consider  liie  sufficiency  of  an  affidavit  of  the  Defen- 
dant Daind  Featharly  Thornbury  as  to  the  documents  in  his 
possession  or  power  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  this 
cause,  pursuant  to  an  order  dated  the  6th  of  December,  1873. 

The  bill  was  filed  by,  WiUiam  Wilson  and  Mary  Ann^  his  wife 
(formerly  Mary  Aim  Oooh),  against  the  representatives  of  David 
Thornbury^  the  testator  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  claiming  to 
be  entitled  to  a  piece  of  land  and  the  house  built  thereon,  the 
money  for  building  which  was  alleged  to  have  been  given  to  the 
Plaintiff  Mary  Ann  Wihon  by  the  testator ;  or  that  she  might  be 
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V..0.  M.     dedared  entitled  to  the  sum  of  £500,  which  was  so  alleged  to  haye 
ig74       been  given  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  such  house. 

The  Plaintiff  Mary  Wihon  was  formerly  the  wife  of  W.  Cod, 


■*  WiLSOH 


••  deceased,  and  she  and  her  husband  resided  with  the  testator,  the 
oBHBiwY.  p^^^^^  acting  as  the  testator's  housekeeper.  The  case  made  by 
the  bill  was,  that  the  testator  had  taken  over  from  W.  Cook  a  farm 
occupied  by  him,  and  was  indebted  to  W.  Cook,  in  respect  of  the 
farming  stock  and  other  matters  connected  with  the  farm,  in  a  sum 
of  about  £1400.  That  £900  of  this  money  had  been  secured  to 
W.  Cook  by  the  testator's  bond,  which  had  been  paid  by  his  repre- 
sentatives since  his  death,  and  that  the  testator  had  signed  the 
following  document,  dated  the  12th  of  September,  1864,  which 
accounted  for  the  remaining  £500 : — 

**  Memorandum,  that  I  have  this  day  received  from  Mr.  Huni 
and  Mr.  Cook  the  sum  of  £500,  the  said  sum  to  be  paid  by  me 
into  the  bank  for  the  purpose  of  building  or  buying  a  house  for 
the  said  W.  Cook.  I  also  agree  to  pay  him  £5  per  cent,  intereat 
on  the  said  sum." 

The  Defendants  gave  an  entirely  different  account  of  the  trans- 
actions and  dealings  between  the  testator  and  W.  Cook,  all^g 
that  the  Plaintiffs'  statements  were  incorrect ;  and  they  also  avened 
that  the  signature  to  the  memorandum  of  the  12th  of  September, 
1864,  was  a  forgery. 

The  Plaintiffs  desired  to  inspect  cheques  and  documents  signed 
by  the  testator,  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  the  handwriting,  and 
by  an  order  made  in  Chambers  on  the  5th  of  December,  1873, 
the  Defendants  were  ordered  to  file  a  full  and  sufficient  affidavit, 
stating  whether  they,  or  either  of  them,  had  in  their  possession 
or  power  any  and  what  cheques  drawn  by  David  Thornburtf,  the 
testator  in  the  pleadings  named,  between  the  years  1861  and  1870 
inclusive,  and  the  Defendants  were  ordered  to  produce  for  in- 
spection such  documents,  except  such  of  the  same,  if  any,  as  they, 
or  any  or  either  of  them,  might  by  affidavit  object  to  produce. 

The  affidavit  of  the  Defendant  David  F.  Thornburtf,  the  son 
of  the  testator,  was  to  this  effect : — ''  I  have  in  my  possession 
or  power  the  cheques  drawn  by  David  Thombury,  the  testator, 
between  th^  years  1861  and  1870  inolusivci  of  whic)i  a  list  is  oon- 
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tained  in  the  schedule  hereto.    And  I  further  say  that  I  have  not     y.-€.  M. 
now^  and  never  had,  in  my  possession,  custody,  or  power,  any  cheque        IK74 
or  cheques  drawn  by  D.  Tkorvimnry  between  the  years  1861  and     wilbok 
1870^  other  than  and  except  the  cheques  set  forth  in  such  schedule.  ^     ^-  * 
I  have  in  my  possession  other  cheques  drawn  upon  the  bankers       — 
of  the  testator,  but  the  signatures  to  them  are  forgeries,  and  there- 
fore I  do  not  produce  them."    The  schedule  contained  a  list  of 
about  130  cheques. 

Mr.  Cotton^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oardiner,  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

We  submit  that  under  the  order  for  the  production  we  have  a 
right  to  see  all  the  cheques  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  testa- 
tor. The  Defendant  refuses  production  of  some  on  the  ground 
that  they  are  forgeries.  The  bankers  must  have  believed  them  all 
to  be  genuine  signatures  when  they  paid  the  money ;  but  even  if 
they  should  turn  out  to  be  forgeries,  it  may  be  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance to  us,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  genuineness  of 
the  signature  to  the  particular  document  impeached,  that  we 
should  see  all  the  signatures  purporting  to  be  by  the  testator. 
The  Defendants  do  not  actually  ^use  us  of  committing  forgery 
in  respect  of  these  cheques,  and  we  might  prove  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  alleged  forgeries  that,  at  any  rate,  the  crime  of  forgery  does 
not  attach  to  us.  If  they  say  that  the  order  for  production  of 
documents  does  not  include  the  cheques  alleged  to  be  forgeries, 
we  ought  to  have  another  order  to  include  what  we  are  justly 
entitled  to.  We  are  entitled  to  every  document  ever  signed  by 
the  testator  relating  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit. 

This  lady  having  now  married  a  second  time,  and  her  husband 
being  a  yery  respectable  man,  it  is  of  the  highest  importance  that 
her  character  should  be  cleared  from  the  imputation  cast  upon  her 
by  the  Defendants,  and  every  document  which  can  in  any  manner 
serve  to  discover  the  truth  ought  to  be  produced. 

Mr.  Okuae,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Eemming^  for  the  Defendants : — 

The  order  made  upon  the  DeC^dants  was,  that  they  should 
state  whether  they  had  in  their  possession  any  and  what  cheques 
drawn  by  the  testator  between  the  years  1861  and  1870  inclusive^ 
and  that  they  should  produce  such  documents,  except  such  as  they 
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V.-0.  M.     might  by  affidavit  object  to  produce.    In  answer  to  thi^  we  say 
1874        that  we  have  produced  all  the  cheques  signed  by  the  testator 
WiuoN      between  the  years  1861  and  1870 ;  but  the  cheques  whidi  have 
Thobotuby.  Gorged  signatures  atteiched  to  them  are  not  cheques  signed  by  the 
■ —        testator,  but  they  are  cheques  signed  by  some  Other  person,  conse- 
quently they  do  not  come  within  the  terms  of  the  order.    The 
question,  whether  the  particular  memorandum  of  the  12th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1864,  is  a  forgery  or  not,  is  an  issue  in- the  cause,  and  Ihe 
Plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  introduce  a  number  of  other  issues  as  to 
whether  other  cheques  are  forgeries.    It  is  an  entire  error  to  sup- 
pose that  a  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  for  the  purpose  of  comparing 
handwriting,  to  have  production  of  every  document  signed  by  the 
person  whose  handwriting  is  in  dispute,  and  still  less  is  he  entitled 
to  production  of  documents  whose  genuineness  id  disputed.    Upcm 
the  examination  of  witnesses  orally,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  e.  86, 
the  mere  circumstance  of  a  document  being  put  into  a  witness's 
hands  by  the  party  examining  him  in  chief,  for  the  putpoee  of 
verifying  the   handwriting,  does  not  entitle  the  other  side  to 
inspect  the  document :  Lord  v.  Colvin  (1).    By  the  27th  sectiGB  of 
the  Comnum  Law  Proeedure  Act  (17  &  18  Vict  c.  125),  it  is  enaeted 
that  comparison  of  a  disputed  writing  with  any  writing  proved  to 
the  eatis£eiction  of  the  Judge  to  be  genuine,  shall  be  permitted  to 
be  made  hf  witnesses ;   and  such  writings,  and  the  evidence  of 
^witnesses  respecting  the  same,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Gouit  and 
jury  as  evidence  of  the  genuineness  or  otherwise  of  the  writing  m 
dispute.  K  we  were  at  the  hearing — and  in  this  case  the  witnesses 
will  be  examined  orally — a  document  not  proved  to  thesatisfactioii 
of  the  Judge  to  be  genuine  could  not  be  submitted  to  tJie  wit- 
nesses. It  is  denied  that  these  cheques  are  genuine,  and  the  Judge 
could  not  try  that  issue.    It  stands  to  reason  l^t  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  a  signature  to  be  genuine  it  must  be  compared  with  a 
signature  admitted  to  be  genuine,  not  with  a  forged  or  disputed 
signature.    The  effect  of  producing  the  cheques  alleged  to  be  forged 
would  be  to  raise  an  issue  upon  every  doubtful  signature,  and  have 
evidence  produced  before  the  hearing  to  prove  whether  it  is  g^uine 
or  noi    Surely  the  Defendants  are  not  to  be  subjected  to  that 
One  issue  of  forgery  is  enough  to  try.    We  have  already  produced 

(l)6D.  M.'&G.47. 
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130  cheques  admitted  to  be  genuine  and  certified  to  be'  so  by  an     v.-O.  M. 
expert.    These  cheques  extend  to  a  time  long  before  and  aJfter  the        1874 
date  of  the  document  alleged  to  be  forged,  and  there  are  ample     wiuoh 
means  of  deciding  the  question.    The  idea  of  using  a  disputed  ^     ^' 
document  to  prove  handwriting  is  contraiy  to  every  principle  of     "!!1!!!*''- 
evidence.    Moreover,  this  question  has  been  already  decided,  for 
when  the  production  o£  documents  was  sought  by  the  Flaintiffi, 
your  Honour  refused  to  make  an  order  for  production  of  all  the 
documents  asked  for,  and  it  was  only  by  something  like  consent 
that  the  order  was  made  in  this  limited  form  for  production  of 
the  cheques  between  1861  and  1870.    This  order  we  have  strictly 
fulfilled.    The  other  cheques  are  not  documents  relevant  to  the 
question  at  issue,  in  the  sense  that  they  are  documents  'proper 
for  production  in  the  suit. 

Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply. 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.O.  : — 

The  case  is  this :  The  Plaintiff,  Mary  Ann  WU&on,  who  is  now 
the  wife  of  Mr.  Wihon,  was  housekeeper  to  the  testator,  Bcmd 
Thornbury.  Bhe  alleges  that  her  master  gave  her  certain  pro- 
perty. She  says  he  was  indebted  to  her  former  husband,  Mr.Cooft, 
in  a  sum  of  £500,  and  some  arrangement  was  made  that  she  was 
to  have  a  house  built  for  her  instead  of  receiving  the  money ;  and 
that  this  airangement  was  carried  out  on  the  12th  of  September, 
1864,  when  the  testator  signed  the  following  document : — ^  Memo- 
randum, that  I  have  this  day  received  from  Mr.  Sunt  and  Mr.  Cooh 
the  sum  of  £500,  the  said  sum  to  be  paid  by  me  into  the  bank  for 
the  purpose  of  building  a  house  for  the  said  W,  Cooh.  I  also  (tgree 
to  pay  him  £5  per  cent,  interest  on  the  said  sum.'* 

If  the  signature  of  the  testator  to  that  memorandum  is  genuine, 
then  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  Plaintiff  will  have  made  out  her 
case ;  but  it  is  alleged  by  the  Defendants  to  be  a  forgery.  They 
accuse  the  Plaintiff,  therefore,  of  committing  a  forgery.  It  is  of 
the  highest  importance  that  the  truth  should  be  ascertained.  The 
Plaintiff  has  now  married  again,  and  her  husband  is  a  butcher  in 
the  city  of  lAnedln,  and  it  is,  therefore,  an  important  question*  of 
character.     I  should  have  been  well  pleased  if  Mr.  Thornbury, 
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V..0.  M.     though  entertaining  a  belief  that  the  woman  has  snpported  her 

I(f74       demand  by  forgery,  had  prodnoed  the  docnments,  and  had  done  all 

Wujow      ^^  ^^  power  to  assist  in  ascertaining  the  truth.    I  think,  as  this  ig 

*'         a  matter  of  oharacter,  I  should,  in  his  place,  have  said,  '*  Yon  may 

'  see  all  the  cheques  in  my  possession  if  there  is  any  probability  of 

the  truth  being  thereby  discovered."  He  has,  however,  prodnoed  a 
bundle  of  about  130  cheques,  which  are  admitted  to  be  genuine ; 
but  then  he  says :  **  I  have  in  my  possession  other  cheques  drawn 
upon  the  bankers  of  the  testator,  but  the  signatures  to  them  are 
forgeries,  and  therefore  I  do  not  produce  them.''  He  does  not  say 
that  these  cheques  are  forged  by  the  Plaintiff,  but  only  that  they 
are  forgeries.  I  can  see  plainly  that  their  production  may  be  of 
great  importance,  because  it  is  possible  that  Hie  Defendant  may 
be  mistaken  in  thinking  they  are  forgeries,  and  they  may  turn  oat 
to  be  genuine.  The  bankers,  at  any  rate,  seem  to  have  acted  upon 
them,  and  to  have  paid  them,  believing,  them  to  be  genuine; 
and  though  upon  examination  they  may  now  believe  the  cheques 
to  be  forgeries,  they  might  not  be  able,  upon  cross-examination,  to 
substantiate  that  allegation.  Therefore  the  production  of  these 
cheques  may  be  of  the  greatest  importance  to  the  Plaintiff,  and 
I  should  be  pleased  if  no  objection  were  raised  to  their  production; 
but  this  has  not  been  acceded  to,  and  the  question  has  now  been 
argued,  and  I  must  decide  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  question  rests  upon  a  broad  and  general  principle  that  every 
one  has  a  right  to  the  production  of  all  documents  relating  to  the 
matters  in  question  in  the  suit,  and  it  is  said  that  these  cheques  do 
relate  to  the  matters  in  question  in  the  suit.  But  if  this  aigiunent 
were  valid,  all  documents  relating  to  the  estate  of  the  testator 
which  he  has  signed  may  be  ordered  to  be  produced  for  comparison 
of  signature.  I  am  not  quite  satisfied  that  the  order  I  have  already 
made  for  production  could  be  supported  as  an  adverse  order,  bat 
I  am  satisfied  there  have  been  produced  a  sufficient  number  of 
cheques  for  comparison  in  order  to  ascertain  the  genuineness  of  these 
documents.  It  appears  that  Mr.  Netherdifi,  the  expert,  has  been 
called  in,  and  having  examined  a  great  number  of  the  cheques, 
he  has  declared  that  those  which  the  Defendant  has  consented 
to  produce  are  all  genuine,  but  it  is  said  that  he  considerB  the 
other  cheques  forgeries.    The  documents  now  produced  are  docu* 
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ments  both  before  and  after  the  date  of  the  memorandam,  and     v.-0.  M. 
I  cannot  help  thmkiug  the  Plaintiff  has  had  inspection  of  a  suf-        1S74 
cient  number  already  to  settle  the  question  upon  the  genuineness     wiZm 
of  this  document ;  but  what  I  have  now  to  decide  is,  whether  the  „    •• 

Plaintiff,  as  a  matter  of  right,  i6  entitled  to  call  for  the  production       

of  these  cheques,  which  are  said  to  be  forgeries ;  and  I  cannot  see 
that  she  is.    The  section  of  the  Camman  Law  Procedure  Act  re- 
ferred to  enacts  that  '*  comparison  of  a  disputed  writing  with  any 
writing  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judge  to  be  genuine  shall 
be  permitted  to  be  made  by  witnesses.*'    But  it  is  said  these  are 
not  admitted,  but  proved  to  be  inadmissible,  and  therefore  that 
they  could  not  be  used  as  evidence  of  handwriting.    I  think  that 
>vould  be  so.  Therefore,  if  the  Defendant  says  they  are  not  in  the 
handwriting  of  the  testator,  they  must  be  proved  to  be  so  before 
they  can  be  used.    If  the  bankers  say  they  are  not  in  his  hand- 
writing, they  may  be  asked,  **  Did  you  pay  the  cheques,  and  do 
you  now  believe  them  to  be  his  signature  ?'    Then  they  would 
state  why  they  had  altered  their  opinion.    This  course  could  not 
be  taken  without  the  production  of  the  cheques  alleged  to  be  for- 
geries.  Therefore  it  is,  as  I  said,  of  the  greatest  importance  to  the 
Plaintiff  that  they  should  be  produced.    But  still  the  question 
remains,  whether,  at  this  stage  of  the  cause,  I  can  order  produc- 
tion.   If  I  do  not,  the  cause  will  come  to  a  hearing  without  such 
production.    Still,  I  do  not  think  myself  warranted  in  making 
the  order ;  and  I  decide  in  this  manner  with  satisfaction,  because 
it  would  be  laying  down  a  rule  that  everything  a  man  had  ever 
signed  should  be  produced  in  such  cases ;  and  secondly,  the  object 
may,  I  think,  be  attained  by  giving  notice  to  the  Defendant  to 
produce  at  the  hearing  such  documents  as  may  be  required ;  then, 
if  they  are  not  produced,  it  will  be  a  circumstance  against  him. 
Therefore,  on  the  whole,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  cannot 
order  these  documents  to  be  produced. 

As  to  the  question  of  costs,  I  shall  reserve  that  until  the  hear- 
ing, and  if  it  turns  out  then  that  these  documents  are  of  use,  I  shall 
deal  with  the  costs  in  a  different  manner  from  what  I  should  now  do. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Stvann  db  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  OoUier-Brietawe,  Wiihera, 
d  Russell. 
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v.-o.  M.  QUINTON  V.  COEPOEATION  OF  BRISTOL. 

1874  • 

[1874    Q.    1.] 

Local  Board  of  ffedlik-^Power  to  tah$  Property-~*Toium  InyprovemaUs^ 

The  Defendants,  being  the  Local  Board  of  Health  for  Bristol^  were  em- 
powered by  an  order  of  the  Secretary  of  State,  confinned  by  Act  of  Pwiii- 
ment^  to  take  certain  lands  and  houses  specified  in  the  schedule,  for  the 
purpose  of  widening  and  improving  a  street;  and  served  the  usual  notices  to 
treat  under  the  Lands  Clauses  Act  upon  the  Plaintiffs.  The  Pl^ntiffs  filed 
their  bill  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  taking  more  of  the  property  com- 
prised in  the  schedule  than  was  actoally  required  for  the  purpose  of  widen- 
ing the  street : — 

Meld,  that  as  the  Defendants  required  this  property  for  the  improvement 
of  the  town,  from  which  no  profit  or  compensation  was  obtained,  they  were 
not  confined,  like  railway  companies,  to  the  narrow  limits  of  the  property 
aotnaUy  requixed  for  the  purpose  specified,  but  were  at  liberty  to  puxcfaaseall 
the  property  included  in  the  schedule*  ^ 

xEE  bill  in  this  suit  was  filed  by  a  number  of  persons  who  in  April, 
1869,  were  appointed  trustees  or  feoffees  of  certain  charitable  trust 
property  known  as  St,  Nicholas  Church  Lands^  in  the  parish  of 
8t  NiehciaSf  in  the  city'  of  Bristol,  against  the  mayor,  aldermen, 
and  burgesses  of  the  city  of  Bristol,  being  the  sanitary  authority 
for  the  urban  sanitary  district  of  the  city  and  county  of  Bristol, 
appointed  under  the  Local  Oovernment  Supplemental  Act,  1868 
(31  &  32  Vict.  c.  Ixxxvi.). 

By  an  order  of  the  Secretary  of  State  dated  the  20th  of  May, 
1868,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Local  Oovernment  Act,  1858, 
which  order  was  confirmed  by  the  LocaJ  Oovernment  Supplemenial 
Act,  1868,  after  reciting  that  the  Corporation  of  Bristol  had 
petitioned  for  powers  to  take  certain  pieces  of  land  for  the  purpose 
of  widening,  altering,  and  improving  streets  and  roadways  and 
making  new  streets  in  the  city  of  Bristol,  the  Corporation,  as  the 
Local  Board  of  Health  for  the  district  of  Bristol,  were  empowered 
to  put  in  force,  with  reference  to  the  land  referred  to  and  described 
in  the  schedule  to  the  order  annexed,  the  powers  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  with  respect  to  the  puichaae  and 
taking  of  k&d  otherwise  than  by  agreement.  The  fdlowing  was 
an  extract  from  the  schedule  annexed  to  such  order: — ^'LandB 
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and  baildingB  intended  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose  of  widening,     y.-C  M. 
altering,  and  improting  Baldtoin  Street  and  Chm  SireeL    The        1874 
quantity  of  land  required  for  this  undertaking  will  be  840  super-     qj^^i^ 
ficial  yards."    Then  followed  the  description  of  the  lands,  mes-  coBPwaATion 
Buages,  buildings,  and  premises,  which  included  premises  belong-  of  Bristol. 
ing  to  the  Plaintiffs    and  numbered  9,  10»  12,  and  14  in  the 
schedule  and  the  plan  deposited,  being  messuages  and  premises 
in  BoiAann  Street  and  St.  Niehclas  Steps.    The  Plaintiff'  property 
also  included  a  cellar  under  St.  Nicholas  Ste^,  not  specified  in  the 
schedule  or  shewn  on  the  plan,  and  a  cellar  at  the  back  of  the 
premises  numbered  14,  connected  with  it  by  a  passage,  but  not 
separately  specified,  and  not  shewn  on  the  deposited  plan. 

At  the  date  of  the  Loedl  Chvemment  Supplemental  Act,  1868, 
Elizabeth  Crawford  x ented  of  the  lessees  the  premises  numbered 
12,  the  cellar  forming  part  of  the  premises  numbered  14,  and  also 
the  cellar  under  St.  Nicholas  Steps,  with  [the  passage  from  Bald- 
win Street  leading  thereto,  but  the  cellar  under  SL  Nicholas  Steps, 
with  the  use  of  the  passage  as  a  means  of  access  thereto,  was  now 
in  the  occupation  of  James  BroJfenbroto  as  under-tenant  to  Hannah 
WiUioma,  who  succeeded  Mizdbeih  Crawford  as  under-tenant  of 
the  premises. 

On  the  5th  of  January,  1872,  the  Defendants  issued  notice  to  the 
Plaintiffs  to  treat  and  agree  for  the  purchase  by  the  local  board, 
of  the  before-mentioned  premises,  including  the  cellar  under  ;S^^. 
Nicholas  Steps,  but  not  including  the  other  cellar,  unless  it  was 
considered  as  included  as  part  of  No.  14.  The  Plaintifis  held  a 
meeting  upon  the  subj^t  of  this  notice,  and  passed  a  resolution 
that  they  desired  to  retain  all  such  portions  of  the  property  as 
were  not  actually  required  for  street  improvements,  and  this  reso- 
lution having  been  forwarded  to  the  DefendantSi  they  answered  that 
such  a  course  would  be  objectionable  on  the  ground  that  it  would 
prevent  the  Defendants  from  advantageously  dealing  with  their 
salvage  in  consequence  of  the  properties  being  internxixed,  and 
the  complicated  questions  of  rights  of  light  and  air  which  would  arise 
unless  the  whole  was  in  one  ownership.  A  lengthy  correspondence 
then  took  place  between  the  parties,  which  ended  in  the  bill  in  this 
suit  being  filed  praying  that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained 
from  taking  any  further  steps  towards  oompeUing  the  Plaintiffs  to 
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y.-O.  M.  sell  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  messuages,  buildings,  and  heredi* 
1874       taments  in  Bdldmn  Sired  and  St.  Nieholaa  Stqps,  numbered  9, 10, 

QuiKioN  12,  and  14,  respectiyelyi  on  the  maps  and  plans  of  the  impzoTe- 
CoBKWATioK  ^^^^  proposed  to  be  undertaken  by  the  local  board  of  health, 
OF  Bbistou  save  and  except  only  such  parts  of  the  public-house  numbered  12 
on  the  said  plans  as  lay  between  Bdldmn  Street  and  a  straight  \m 
drawn  from  the  front  of  a  particular  house  therein  named  to  the 
foot  of  St.  Nieholaa  Steps,  being  in  depth  backwards  from  the  said 
street  about  nine  feet  at  the  west  end  of  such  line,  and  thirteen 
feet  at  the  east  end  thereof,  and  also  from  purchasing  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  cellar  under  St.  Nieholae  Steps  or  the  passage  ot 
courtyard  leading  between  the  said  cellar  and  Baldwin  Street,  ^^ 
that  the  Defendants  might  be  restrained  from  obstructing  the  pas- 
sage and  courtyard,  or  preventing  access  to  the  said  cellars  in 
Baldwin  Street.    The  Plaintiff  now  moved  accordingly. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.G.,  Mr.  ShMeare,  and  Mr.  Olen,  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs :— 

The  object  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  to  prevent  the  Defendants  from 
taking  more  of  the  property  described  in  their  notice  to  treat  than 
is  required  for  the  purpose  of  widening  the  street  which  they  have 
power  to  make  under  the  provisional  order  of  the  Home  Secretary, 
confirmed  by  the  Local  Oovemment  Supplemental  Act  of  1868. 
The  new  street — Baldwin  Street — adjoins  St.  Nieholae  Chunh,  and 
the  rents  of  this  property  now  in  the  hands  of  the  Plaintiffs  go 
towards  the  support  of  the  church.  It  is,  therefore,  of  importance 
to  the  Plaintiffs  that  they  should  retain  as  large  a  rental  as  ihey 
can,  and  they  are  of  opinion  that  they  can  make  a  better  use  of 
the  property  by  retaining  what  is  not  required  for  the  street  than 
by  allowing  the  whole  of  it  to  be  taken  by  the  Defendants.  All 
that  the  Defendants  actually  require  for  widening  the  street  is  a 
piece  of  land  about  twenty  feet  wide,  abutting  upon  Baldicin  Shred, 
but  what  they  say  is,  that  for  the  purpose  of  salvage — that  is,  in 
order  to  enable  them  to  obtain  back  part  of  the  money  which  they 
expend  in  improving  the  street — ^they  will  take  more  land  than  is 
required  for  the  purpose,  and  then  sell  it,  for  the  erection  of  new 
houses  at  a  better  price.  We  say  that  they  cannot  compel  us 
against  our  will  to  sell  the  whole  of  our  property  when  we  are  not 
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willing  to  part  with  more  than  is  required.    We  agree  that  the     V.-C.  M. 
whole  property  is  comprised  in  the  schedule,  with  the  exception  of       1874 
the  cellars  under  8t  Niehclas  Steps  and  at  the  back  of  No.  14,  but     q^^^k 
there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  bind  them  to  take  the  whole,  nor  to  ^      ^- 
bind  us  to  sell  the  whole,  unless  it  is  required  for  the  street.    In  of  Bbibtol. 
the  case  of  Eversfield  y.  Mid^Sussex  Bailtvay  Company  (1),  where 
a  railway  company  were  empowered  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  make 
and  maintain  the  works  mentioned  in  it,  and  to  enter  upon,  take, 
and  use  such  of  the  lands  specified  in  the  plans  as  should  be  neces- 
-sary  for  such  purposes,  it  was  held  that  this  provision  did  not 
authorize  the  company  to  take  compulsorily  and  permanently  land 
required  only  for  the  purpose  of  excavating  materials  therefrom, 
although  within  the  limits  of  deviation,  and  they  were  restrained 
from  taking  steps  to  have  the  value  of  such  land  assessed.    Dodd 
V.  SdHdnm/  Railway  Company  (2)  is  also  an  authority  to  the  same 
'effect. 

It  comes  to  this,  that  no  more  land  can  be  taken  than  is  re- 
quired for  the  actual  purpose  of  the  work  that  is  sanctioned. 

The  notice  given  by  the  Defendants  does  not  spedfy  the  cellar 
^t  the  back  of  No.  14,  and,  according  to  the  evidence,  it  does  not 
form  part  of  the  site  comprised  within  the  notice ;  consequently 
the  Defendants  have  no  right  to  take  it  imder  their  notice. 

Mr.  J.  Pearson^  Q-C.,  and  Mr.  E,  S.  Fordy  for  the  Defendants : — 

The  cases  cited  for  the  Plaintiffs  are  cases  relating  to  railway 
companies,  and  have  no  bearing  upon  this  question.  The  De- 
fendants here  are  the  Corporation  of  Bristol,  who  are  taking  the 
property  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  street  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public.  They  derive  no  benefit  from  it  themselves,  and  the  money 
required  for  the  purpose  comes  out  of  the  pockets  of  the  rate- 
payers. They  have  powers  given  them  to  take  a  certain  quantity 
of  land  and  the  houses  erected  thereon,  and  are  at  liberty  to  take 
all  they  may  think  requisite  for  forming  the  street.  This  dis- 
tinction is  very  clearly  shewn  in  the  case  of  Qalhway  v.  Mdyor 
und  Commonalty  of  London  (3).  Lord  Oranworth  there  said :  **  It 
must  be  observed  that  the  Legislature,  in  providing  for  such  an 

(1)  3  De  G.  &  J.  286.  (2)  1  Giff.  158 ;  33  L.  T.  311. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1 H.  L.  34,  45. 
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y.-O.  M.     object  as  that  of  widening  and  improviBg  the  streets  of  the  metio- 
1874       polis^  has  to  deal  with  a  subject  totally  different  from  that  of 
Qi3iim»     enabling  a  body  of  adventurers  to  form  a  railway.    In  that  latter 
GoBFosAnoH  ^^^^  ^^  persons  seeking  the  aid  of  Parliament  are  bound  to  shew 
OF  BanroL.  that  what,  they  are  proposing  to  do  is  of  such  public  importance  as 
to  make  it  reasonable  that  they  should  be  enabled  so  far  to  inter- 
fere with  the  rights  of  private  property  as  to  compel  the  owners 
of  the  land  required  for  the  railway  to  sell  it  to  them  at  a  fiar  price. 
The  Legislature  has  no  concern  with  the  question  as  to  how  the 
persons  embarking  in  the  undertaking  are  to  obtain  funds  to  paj 
for  the  construction  of  the  railway.    The  railway  will  become  the 
property  of  the  speculators,  and  will  itself  repay  them  (at  all 
events  it  is  anticipated  that  it  will  repay  them)  by  the  tolls  levied 
on  it,  ih^  outlay  they  have  made«    But  in  the  case  of  a  public  body, 
like  the  mayor  and  corporation  of  the  city  of  London,  undartaking 
improvements  in  the  metropolis,  the  matter  is  very  different 
When  they  have  made  a  new  or  widened  an  old  street,,  they  will 
necessarily  have  incurred  a  very  great  expense,  for  which  they 
can  get  no  return.    The  new  or  improved  street  is  dedicated  to  the 
public,  and,  unlike  the  railway,  yields  no  profit  to  those  by  whom 
it  has  been  made.    In  order  to  meet  this  difficulty,  and  to  enable 
corporations  to  reimburse  themselves,  the  course  has  been  to 
authorize  them  to  take  compulsorily  not  only  the  buildings  actu- 
ally necessary  for  forming  the  streets  or  other  projected  improve- 
ments, but  also  other  neighbouring  lands  and  buildings^  the  valne 
of  which,  and  the  proper  mode  of  dealing  with  which,  the  Legis- 
lature considers  to  be  comiected  with,  and  dependent  upon,  the 
projected  improvements."    The  object  of  the  llbdel  Aet  affecting 
the  city  of  London  was  to  enable  those  at  whose  ccBt  tbe  imjtfove* 
ments  had  beea  made  to  appropriate  to  themselves  at  thdr  old 
value  the  houses  and  lands  adjoining  the  impraTement^  and  then 
to  sell  them  at  their  increased  value,  so  that  they  might  be  able 
wholly  or  partially  to  reimburse  themselvea  the  outlay  they  had 
made.    So  in  this  case  nothing  is  more  reasonable  than  that  the 
Act  of  Parliament  should  give  power  not  only  to  take  property 
within  the  width  of  the  stneet  from  house  to  house,  but  also  to* 
take  so  much  as  may  be  necessary  for  improving  the  locality,  and 
by  obtaining  a  higher  rent  for  the  new  houses  that  may  be  hwlU 
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to  get  some  increase  of  reutal,  and  thereby  reduce  the  expenses  of     V.-G.  H^ 
the  work    Lord  Ohdmsford^B  obaerrations  in  that  case  were  to  the^        I87i 
same  effect    In  this  csfie  it  is  more  particularly  requisite  that  the     qJI^v 
corporation  of  Bristol  should  take  all  the  property  comprised  in  coRPcmATioir 
their  Act^  because  the  houses  interlace  one  with  the  other,  so  that  of  Bristol. 
a  part  of  one  house  overlaps  the  other  and  is  built  upon  it,  and  it 
would  be  impossible  to  deal  with  one  without  the  other.    On  the 
other  hand,  the  Plaintiffs  are  desirous  of  making  us  pay  £600  in 
new-fronting  the  house,  and  this  must  come  out  of  the  pocketsb  of 
the  ratepayers  without  any  return  for  the  outlay. 

Then  we  say  that  the  Plaintiffs  ought  to  have  made  their  ob- 
jections at  an  earlier  period  than  they  did.  Our  notices  were 
issued  in  November^  1867,  and  our  plans  might  then  have  been 
seen  by  the  owners  of  the  property  intended  to  be  taken.  On  the 
13th  of  September,  1868,  the  petition  was  presented  to  the  Home 
Secretary  for  leave  to  put  in  force  the  powers  of  the  Lands  ClauBes 
Ad,  and  a  public  inquiry  was  hdid  in  Bristol  at  the  direction  o£ 
the  Secretary  of  State  on  the  24th  of  March,  1868,  and  no  oIh 
jection  was  made  by  the  Plainti£b,  and  the  consequence  was  tbafc 
the  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed  which  gave  tiie  Defendants 
power  to  take  all  this  property  and  to  re-sell  so  mjieh  as  dicndid 
not  be  actually  required  for  the  new  street; 

Then  with  regard  to  the  cellar,  the  evidence  is  tfaak  this  cellar 
belongs  to  a  particular  house,  although  it  is  detached  from  it,  av 
many  cellars  are.  At  the  time  the  notices  were  issued  it  was  in 
possession  of  the  owner  of  tiie  house^  but;  it  was  afterwards  let  off 
to  another  person.  It  would  have  been  most  unreasonable  on 
our  part  to  have  given  them  notice  to  take  the  house  without  the 
cellar. 

Mr.  Cotton,  in  reply : — 

We  rely  upon  the  law,  which  says  that  when  parties  go  ta  Par- 
liament to  get  compidsory  powers,  they  are  limited  to  the  objects 
for  which  they  go  to  Parliament.  There  was  no  necesaty  for  tiie 
parties  to  have  raised  any  objection  to  their  property  being;  taken, 
because  they  rested  on  what  they  bdieved  to  be  the  law*,  that  no 
more  land  ooold  be  taken  than  was  required  for  the  purpose  ol 

the  new  street.    The  case  o£  OcHmoay  v.  Mayor  and  Corporation 
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V.-C.  M.  of  London  (1 )  proceeded  on  this :  That  the  very  Act  tinder  which  the 
1874  corporation  were  dealing  contemplated  their  taking  more  land 
QuiNTox  ^^lh  they  wanted,  and  that  was  an  intimation  that  they  were  not 
Co  F  **  TioN  ^  ^  ^^*  down  in  the  narrow  way  that  railway  companies  are  cut 
OF  Bristol,  down.  The  case  proceeded  npon  a  particular  Act,  the  Model  Act 
The  land  was  in  fact  taken  under  an  express  provision  in  the 
Act  of  Parliament ;  and,  moreover,  it  was  held  in  that  case  that  the 
word  "  street,"  as  applied  to  the  particular  improvement  aboat  to 
be  effected,  included  the  roadway  and  the  houses  on  each  side  of  it 
That  is  entirely  different  from  this  case,  where  the  street  is  merely 
the  roadway.  It  is  true  that  the  object  for  which  the  property 
is  required  differs  from  a  railway.  One  is  to  promote  the  interest 
of  the  town,  and  the  other  to  promote  the  interest  of  the  share- 
holders ;  but  in  construing  the  Acts  the  same  principle  must  be 
applied,  and  the  Court  must  see  what  the  powers  are,  and  mast 
keep  the  parties  within  those  powers.  The  object  of  this  improve- 
ment was  to  widen  the  thoroughfare,  and  no  more.  No  doubt  the 
Plaintiffs  might  have  compelled  the  Defendants  to  take  all  the 
houses  when  they  required  only  a  few  feet  from  them;  and  in  that 
case  the  sarplus  property  must  have  been  sold,  but  the  Plaintiffs 
cannot  be  compelled  against  their  will  to  sell  more  than  is  wanted 
if  they  think  it  for  their  interests  that  part  only  shall  be  taken. 

Then  as  regards  the  cellar,  we  say  they  have  not  described  it  in 
any  way  upon  their  deposited  plans.  It  is  separate  from  the  house, 
and  the  only  connection  between  them  is,  that  the  passage  leading 
to  the  cellar  goes  under  this  particular  house. 

Sir  R.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

This  is  a  motion  to  restrain  the  corporation  of  the  ciij  olBrisld 
from  taking  any  further  proceedings  to  ascertain  the  value  of 
certain  premises  in  the  city  of  Bristol^  which  the  corporation 
require  to  take  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  town,  and  in 
particular  for  widening  and  improving  a  street  called  Baldwin 
Street.  The  Plaintiffs  are  a  very  numerous  body  of  trustees,  who 
hold  this  property  for  the  benefit  of  a  particular  church  in  the  city 
of  Brutcl.  They  come  here  to  protect  their  property,  because 
they  say  that  what  the  corporation  of  Brutal  are  about  to  do  will 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  34. 
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be  very  injarious  to  their  interests.    I  confess  that  I  am  unable  to    .  Y.-G.  M. 
see  that  their  interests  would  be  in  the  slightest  degree  affected,        1874 
because  I  am  satisfied  that  whether  the  corporation  take  the  whole     Qmirroir 
of  this  property,  or  part  of  it,  the  Plaintiffs  will  get  the  full  value  coBPOBATwar 
of  it,  and  I  believe  they  will  be  quite  as  well  off  after  the  property  ^r  Briotol. 
is  taken  as  they  are  now,  and  will  moreover  have  the  advantage 
of  its  being  situated  in  a  much  better  street  than  it  now  is. 
Interest  in  the  question  I  do  not  believe  the  Plaintiffs  have. 
However,  I  must  decide  it  according  to  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  question  arises  in  this  way;  Certain  proceedings  have 
been  taken  by  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
certain  property  necessary  for  improving  the  city,  and  particularly  to 
widen  this  particular  street,  and  that  has  resulted  in  an  order  which 
was  confirmed  by  the  Act  which  has  been  referred  to  of  the  31  &  82 
Yict.  c.  Ixxxvi.  It  contains,  amongst  other  recitals,  this :  "  Whereas 
the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Bristol,  by  the  council  of  the  ^aid 
city,  acting  as  the  local  board  of  health,  in  and  for  the  city  and 
county  of  Bristol,  to  which  the  PiMic  HealQi  Act,  1848,  was  duly 
applied,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  75th  section  of 
the  Load  Government  Act,  1858,  and  after  complying  with  the 
requirements  of  that  section  by  duly  giving  and  serving  all  notices 
thereby  directed,  presented  a  Petition  under  the  seal  of  the  said 
local  board  to  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of  State, 
for  authority  to  put  in  force  the  Lcmda  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845,  to  enable  the  aforesaid  local  board  of  health  to  purchase, 
otherwise  than  by  agreement,  certain  pieces  of  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  widening,  altering,  and  improving  streets  and  roadways, 
and  for  making  new  streets  within  the  aforesaid  city  of  Bristol." 

It  is  admitted  by  the  Plaintiffd  that  they  were  duly  served  with 
the  notice  to  treat,  which,  for  this  purpose,  I  may  describe  as 
extending  to  the  whole  of  the  houses.  There  are  at  all  events  four 
houses.  The  whole  of  the  houses  (including,  in  my  view  of  it,  the 
appurtenances)  are  described  in  the  schedule,  and  shewn  on  the 
deposited  plan,  and  if  there  is  power  given  to  take  all  that  is 
shewn  on  that  plan,  then  the  Plaintiffs'  case  fails. 

But  the  Plaintifis  say  that  although  they  have  the  power  upon 
the  deposited  plan  of  taking  the  whole,  they  can  only  take  so  much 
as  is  required  for  the  purpose  of  widening  the  street.     I  have 
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Y.-O.  H.     had  a  good  deal  of  experience  in  these  matters,  and  I  have  a  very 
1874        liTely  reeoUeotion  of  that  class  of  cases,  perhaps  not  the  most 

Qorannr  reasonable,  to  be  found  in  our  reports,  where  railway  companies 
t)  ^TTCN  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^  restricted  as  to  taking  lands,  that  although  they 
ofBiustol.  had  parliamentary  powers  to  take  them,  they  oonld  only  take 
w  much  as  was  required  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  their 
works,  of  which  the  two  cas^s — ^prominent  instances — ^are  Dodd 
V.  Salisbury  cmd  Yeovil  BaHwasy  Company  (1),  and  which  I  see 
by  a  note  was  affirmed  on  appeal  (2),  and  Evorsfield  t.  Mid^ 
Swsex  MaUway  Company  (3).  There  the  railway  companies  were 
restricted  down  to  the  narrowest  limits  that  were  necessary  to  con- 
struct their  works.  I  was  at  :fir8t  under  the  impression  that  a 
szmiiar  principle  would  apply  to  taking  houses  in  a  town  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  streets  by  a  corporation,  but  I  think,  on 
further  consideration,  and  particularly  of  the  authorities  dted  by 
Mr.  Pearson,  as  well  as  upon  the  good  sense  of  the  thing,  I  must 
come  to  the  opposite  conclusion ;  and  I  may  say  that  althoagh  I 
hare  known  many  eases  where  there  has  been  a  power  to  take 
something  appurtenant  or  belonging  to  a  house  where  the  pro- 
prietor  has  contended  that  the  company  coidd  not  take  a  part 
without  taking  the  whole,  under  the  92nd  section  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Act,  I  do  not  remember  a  case  before  in  which  this  ques- 
tion has  arisen  with  regard  to  the  power  of  taking  part  of  a  house, 
because  the  RaintifiEs  here  contend  that  the  corporation  can  only 
take  a  part  of  the  house,  and  are  therefore  only  entitled  to  take  a 
slice  of  ten  or  twelye  feet,  as  it  is  admitted  it  would  be  necessary 
to  do,  and  they  say  there  is  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  corpo- 
ration to  put  a  new  front  to  the  house,  and  make  that  which  I 
belieye  would  be  uninhabitable  and  utterly  useless,  inhabitable. 
Such  houses  as  these,  if  treated  as  suggested,  would,  in  my  opinioD, 
be  utterly  uninhabitable  and  perfectly  useless. 

Therefore,  considering  that  this  purchase  is  not  for  the  purpose 
of  a  railway,  but  for  the  purpose  of  improring  a  town,  and  that  these 
trustees,  the  Plaintiffs,  had  notice  of  the  intention  of  the  corpora^ 
tion  to  take  the  whole  of  these  houses,  I  think  the  plain  sense  of 
tlie  thing  is  that  they  must  have  understood,  not  that  they  were 

(1)  1  Giff.  158.  (2)  1  Qiff.  164. 

(3)  3  Be  G.  &  J.  286. 
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to  take  a  small  part  only,  in  other  words  cut  a  slice  off  the  house,      V.-C.  M. 
;and  leave  the  rest ;  but  that  taking  a  house  generally  implies  an        1874 
undertaking  to  take  the  whole,  if  they  want  it.    They  must  well     q^^„ 
have  understood  that  if  they  asked  for  the  power  of  takinsr  the  ^     *- 
houses,  by  not  opposing  they  intended  to  give  them  leave  to  take  of  Bborol. 
the  houses.  " 

Then  there  is  another  reason  for  my  present  opinion.  I  think  I 
must  apply  to  this  question  that  passage  in  Lord  Cra/MmniVs  judg- 
ment in  the  House  of  Lords,  where  he  says  that  all  these  cases  of 
railways  have  no  application  to  the  cases  of  corporations.  The 
corporation  of  Bristol  are  not  taking  these  houses  for  the  purpose 
of  profit.  They  are  taking  them  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the 
city,  and  when  tiiat  is  the  cade  I  tkiid^  Lord  CkcowworOiB  observa- 
tions, referred  to  by  Mr.  Peoprsem,  «re  enliiely  apjriicable. 

I  think,  therefore,  the  feur  meaning  of  the  Act  is,  Aat  they  are 
to  take  those  houses  described  in  the  dqaosited  plan,  taking  the 
whole  of  tliem  in  order  that  when  iSbmjhKfe  taken  them  they  may 
let  out  the  sites  m  such  a  manner  as  will  liable  perssiiB  under 
their  authority,  by  leases  or  otherwise,  to  erect  such  houses  as  will 
be  adapted  to  the  general  condition  of  tine  streets. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prineipleB  of  the  railway  eases  do  not 
apply  to  thoB  case,  .and,  consequently,  tiwt  the  Phintifb  have  en- 
tirely fuled  in  estaUisfaing  any  sight  to  idie  interference  of  t&e 
Court  in  the  way  proposed. 

Then  joiotiier  ground  argaed  has  been,  that  there  is  no  power  to 
take  a  odlar  because  it  is  irat  aMotioned  in  liie  dqx»ited  plan ; 
but  I  am  satisfied  that>  although  &e  cellar  is  not  mentioned,  the 
site  is  mentioned,  and  I  must,  upon  the  eddenoe,  take  the  cellar 
to  be  indnded  in  the  notice  to  treat  I  em  of  opinion,  theiefore^ 
that  this  part  of  the  case  also  DeoIs. 

The  result  therefore  Js  that  tiie  motion  must  be  lefnaad.  I  do 
not  think  it  is  a  case  in  which  I  should  say  anything  about  costs 
at  present.    I  diall  tiierefeie  simply  refine  the  motion. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Abboti,  JenkinBp  dk  AhbotL 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants:  Mr.  Travers  .BurffetL 
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V.-C.  M.  In  re  TUMACACORI  MINING  COMPANY. 

1874 

^Y^         Company  not  having  commenced  Business — Companies  Aciy  1862  (25  ^  26  VicL 

FA,  27  c.  89),  ».  79— Winding-up  Order. 

Where  a  oomponj  had  been  registered  for  more  tihan  a  year  without  com- 
mencing  huBiness,  and  had  therefore  come  within  the  79th  section  of  the 
Companies  Ad,  1862  :— 

ffddy  that  the  Court  could  not  refuse  a  winding-up  order  upon  the  appli* 
cation  of  a  shareholder,  notwithstanding  that  the  company  had  no  money  paid 
up  and  no  debts,  and  that  the  order  was  opposed  by  a  majority  of  the  shart^ 
holders. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  a  compulsory  order  to  wind  up  the  Tiima- 
eaeori  Mining  and  Land  Company y  Limited. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  2nd  of  April,  1870.  It  was 
incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  holding  ^  all  the 
lands  in  the  territory  of  Arizona,  in  the  UnOed  States  ofAmerie%, 
comprising  about  IO69OOO  acres  of  mineral,  arable,  and  pasture 
lands,  together  with  the  mineral  rights  of,  in,  and  pertaining  to 
the  said  lands  now  held  by  Christopher  E.  Rawley^  The  objects 
of  the  company  were  also  described  to  be  the  working  of  the  mines 
comprised  within  the  property,  the  cultivation  of  the  lands,  the 
construction  of  railways,  tramways,  and  canals  through  and  over 
the  lands,  and  many  other  purposes  of  a  most  varied  description ; 
and  the  articles  of  association  provided  that  the  company  migbt 
make  and  carry  into  effect  arrangements  with  respect  to  the  union 
of  interests,  or  amalgamation,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  ^ith  anv 
other  companies  or  persons  carrying  on  business  of  a  similar  iktnre 
to  this  company,  and  upon  terms  either  that  this  company  or  the 
company  of  persons  with  whom  it  should  amalgamate  should  carry 
on  the  amalgamated  business,  and  might  sell  or  mortgage,  by  bonds, 
debentures,  or  otherwise,  to  any  cq^lpany,  person,  or  persons,  all 
or  any  part  of  the  company's  business  or  property,  and  for  all  op 
any  of  the  said  purposes,  if  necessary,  to  establish  any  new  com- 
pany or  companies,  and  to  take,  hold,  or  sell  shares  in  any  such 
other  company.  All  the  shares  in  the  company,  except  seven,  bad 
been  issued  as  fully  paid-up  shares,  200  of  such  shares  having  been 
allotted  to  each  of  the  seven  directors,  who  had  signed  the  memo* 


VOL.  XTH J  EQUITY  CASES.  535 

randum  of  association  in  respect  of  only  one  sharb  each.    The     Y.-O.  M. 
company  had  never  taken  possession  of  the  land  said  to  have  been       1874 
purchased,  and  no  business  of  any  kind  had  been  carried  on  since       j^  re 
the  formation  of  the  company.    No  money  had  been  paid  or  re-  ^jJJ^q^c? 

ceived;  no  account  had  been  entered  with  any  banker.    There       

was  no  cash-book  or  banker's  pass-book,  and  no  creditors,  except 
the  directors,  who  alleged  that  their  salaries  were  due  to  them. 
The  intention  of  the  projectors  of  the  company  seemed  to  have 
been  that  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  for  the  property  should 
be  paid  in  fully  paid-up  shares  to  Jamea  Eldridge^  who  was  the 
holder  of  a  concession  of  the  territory  from  the  United  Slater 
government,  and  that  the  said  /.  Eldridge  was  to  raise,  by  bonds 
or  debentures,  sufficient  sums  of  money  to  enable  the  company  to 
carry  on  the  works  projected. 

The  Petition  was  presented  by  F.  W.  Eldridge^  the  son  of  Jamea 
Eldridge^  who  was  the  holder  of  10,000  fully  paid-up  shares,  the 
grounds  of  the  petition  being  that  the  company  never  having  car- 
ried on  business,  and  not  being  in  a  position  to  do  so,  it  was  just 
and  equitable  that  the  company  should  be  wound  up  under  the 
79th  section  of  the  Companies  Ad,  1862  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  89). 
The  petition  was  supported  by  another  holder  of  55,000  shares. 

It  was  opposed  by  the  directors  and  by  the  Credit  Fonder^  who 
were  holders  of  133,000  shares,  on  the  ground  that  the  company 
had  entered  into  an  agreement  with  a  company  called  the  Senora 
Coinpany  for  the  transfer  to  that  company  of  all  the  property  of 
this  company,  that  they  had  power  under  their  articles  of  associa- 
tion to  enter  into  such  a  contract,  and  that  it  would  be  fcur  the 
benefit  and  the  interest  of  all  the  shareholders  (hat  the  proposed 
transfer  should  be  carried  into  efieet. 

Mr.  Olaase,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ChrachnaU,  in  support  of  the  Petition : — 

The  Petitioner  is  the  holder  of  10,000  shares  in  the  company, 
and  the  Petition  is  supported  by  another  holder  of  55,000  shares ; 
but  it  is  opposed  by  the  holders  of  133,000  shares  ;  consequently 
we  cannot  by  agreement  amongst  ourselves  effect  a  voluntary 
winding-up  of  the  company.  There  has  already  been  a  meeting 
of  shareholders,  and  although  that  meeting  was  convened  by  the 
directors  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  propriety  of  passing  a 
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V.-G.  H.     resolution  to  wind  np,  tbey  erentoidlj  opposed  it  cm  the  ground 
1874       that  there  was  an  opportunity  of  selling  the  property  of  tlie  oom- 
jj^       pany  to  another  company  formed  for  the  purpose  of  taking  orer 
^™^^^*^  the  business.    We  contend  that  there  is  no  power  in  the  articles  of 
— —       association  to  effect  any  such  sale.  The  power  is  to  carry  into  effect 
arrangements  with  respect  to  the  nnion  of  interests  or  amalgama- 
tion with  other  companies.    Amalgamation  eaxmot  mean  a  com- 
plete transfer  of  the  business  and  sale  of  the  property  sach  as  the 
directors  contemplate  in  this  case.    This  was  decided  in  Olmch  t. 
Finaneki  Corporation  (1),  Hiffgis  €ase  (2),  and  Imperial  Bank  of 
iJhina  t.  Bank  of  Hindustan  (3).    This  k  a  sd^sidiary  power  to 
take  shares  in  another  company,  and  not  to  transfer  all  the  shares; 
but  we  faaye  a  right  to  a  compulsory  cnrder  for  winding  up.    This 
is  a  company  registered  under  the  Act  of  1862,  and  it  now  &lls 
within  the  statute  25  &  26  Vict.  e.  89,  s.  79^  sub-s.  2,  since  it  has 
not  commenced  its  business  within  a  year  from  its  incorporation. 
There  has  been  no  business  whatever  transacted.    The  land  has 
not  been  taken  possession  of,  and  even  the  deed  of  conveyance  has 
not  been  registered.    No  money  has  been  paid  upon  tise  shares 
and  no  debts  have  been  contracted.     The  cose  of  Princess  of 
Beuss  V.  Bos  (4)  is  conclusive  upon  this  point,  for  there  it  was 
held  that,  if  the  company  was  a  registered  company,  and  fell  within 
the  79th  section  of  Ihe  Act  of  1862,  the  Court  would  order  it  to 
be  ^ound  up. 

Mr.  Hiffs^nSy  0.0.,  and  Mr.  Chester j  for  holders  of  55,000  afaaies, 
supported  the  Petition. 

Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Barber,  for  the  company : — 

The  directors  of  this  company  are  opposed  to  the  winding-up, 
because  they  think  that  by  means  of  acnother  company,  formed 
upon  a  more  solid  basis,  the  business  may  be  worked  profitably. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  property  is  valuable  if  it  can  be  pro- 
perly worked ;  but,  from  causes  over  which  the  directors  have  had 
no  control,  and  more  particularly  on  account  of  the  war  which  has 
been  going  on  in  the  territory  where  the  land  as  situate^  it  has 

(1)  Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  450.  (3)  Law  Bep.  6  Eq.  91. 

<2;  2  H.  &  M.  657.  (4)  Ibid.  5  H.  L.  176. 
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been  fonnd  impossible  to  take  possession  of  the  property.    In  tbis     Y.-O.  M. 
view  of  the  case  the  directors  are  supported  by  the  great  majority        1874 
of  the  shareholders^  amounting  to  holdeis  of  183,000  shares.    The        ^^ 
Petitioner  himself  is  the  son  of  the  gentleman  who  has  sold  the  ^^^^^  ^^ 

property^  and  he  is,  in  igucty  a  holder  of  the  shcures  on  behalf  of  his        

father,  who  was  to  have  the  greater  part  of  the  shares  transferred 
to  him  as  paid-up  shares.  The ,  interest  of  the  Petitioner  ishould 
not^  therefore,  be  set  in  opposition  to  the  wishes  of  the  majority  of 
the  shareholders,  who  are  in  favour  of  amalgamating  the  business 
of  the  oompany  with  another  company  capable  of  efficiently  work- 
ing the  concern.  The  wishes  of  the  majority  ought  to  guide  the 
Court,  and  the  most  effectual  means  of  ascertaining  those  views 
would  be  by  directing  a  meeting  of  tiie  shareholders  to  be  held,  as 
was  done  in  In  re  Brighton  Satd  Oompany  (1)  and  other  cases.  By 
the  91st  section  of  the  Companies  Act  the  C!ourt  has  ipowet,  in  all 
cases  of  winding-up,  to  consider  what  is  most  for  the  interest  of  all 
parties,  and  to  have  regard  to  the  wishes  of  the  shareholders.  It 
is  the  general  policy  of  the  law  that  the  wishes  oS.  a  majority  should 
bind  the  minority,  and  it  shonld  not  be  in  the  power  of  a  small 
shareholder  in  a  company  to  have  a  compulsory  order  against  the 
wishes  of  the  rest. 

Mr.  J.  FeoflTBon^  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Latham^  appeared  for  the  Credit 
Fonder,  who  were  transferees  of  a  large  number  of  shares. 

Mr.  Ola^e  objected  to  the  Credit  Fonder  being  heard,  since 
they  became  shareholders  after  the  presentation  of  the  petition  for 
winding  up,  and  referred  to  the  153rd  section  of  the  Companies 
Act. 

The  Vicjb-Chanoellob  : — The  153rd  section  is  this :  **  Where 
^my  company  is  being  wound  up  by  the  Court,"  all  dispositions  of 
the  property  of  the  company  and  every  transfer  of  shares  shall  be 
void.  This  company  is  not  being  wound  up,  and  therefore  it  does 
not  come  within  the  clause. 

Mr.  Peanon  then  said  that  the  only  object  of  the  Credit  Fonder 
Ui  opposing  the  Petition  was  to  avoid  the  enormous  expense  caused 

(1)  Law  Rep.  C,  Eq.  339. 
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y.-C.  M.  by  a  wiDding-up  order.  He  cited  In  re  LangUy  MiU  Steel  and 
1874  Iron  Works  Comp<my  (1),  where  it  was  held  that  a  windiog-ap 
In  re       order  could  not  be  claimed  ex  dAitojudiiise  by  an  unpaid  creditor 

MiNKo  Co^  of  a  company,  and  the  Court  would  have  regard  to  the  wishes  of 
the  majority  of  the  shareholders. 

Mr.  Glasse,  in  reply. 

Sm  E,  Malins,  V.C. : — 

This  is  a  very  peculiar  case,  and,  as  far  as  I  know,  it  is  a  case  of 
the  first  impression. 

The  company  was  registered  on  the  2nd  of  April,  1870.    It  wss 
incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  holding  ''all  the 
lands  in  the  territory  of  Arizona,  in  the  United  States  of  America, 
comprising  about  106,000  acres  of  mineral,  arable,  and  pasture 
lands,  together  with  the  mineral  rights  of,  in,  and  pertaining  to  the 
said  lands  now  held  by  Christopher  H.  Eaidey,**  and  so  forth.    I 
think  the  main  and  principal  object  of  the  company  was  un- 
doubtedly mining  under  those  lands.  It  is  very  wide  in  its  objects. 
It  describes  many  other  things,  but  I  think  that  may  be  con- 
sidered as  the  main  object  of  the  formation  of  the  company. 
Its  capital  was  to  be  £2,000,000  in  200,000  shares  of  £10  each. 
One  of  the  peculiarities  of  this  company,  with  this  enormoos 
amount  of  capital  of  £2,000,000,  is,  that  every  share  has  been 
issued  as  fully  paid  up;  but  a  still  more  extraordinary  fact 
of  the  case  is,  that  every  share  has  been  issued  without  the 
company  receiving  a  shilling  from  any  of  the  shareholders;  and 
although  the  company  has  been  in  existence  n  ow  close  upon  four 
years,  it  never  has,  as  a  company,  received  or  paid  a  single  shiUing. 
It  is  also  not  only  singular,  but  I  must  say  not  very  creditable 
to  such  a  company,  that  although  its  directors  are  gentlemen  of 
position  in  society,  one  being  a  nobleman,  another  a  baronet  and  a 
member  of  Parliament,  others  being  merchants,  and  there  being  a 
solicitor  and  persons  of  that  description,  they  each  of  them  sub- 
scribed the  memorandum  of  association  for  one  share  only,  rende^ 
ing  themselves  liable  to  no  more  than  £10,  and  at  the  same  time 
received  a  gratuity  of  200  shares  fully  paid  up.    I  cannot,  on  this 

(1)  Law  Kep.  12  Eq.  26 
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occasioD,  and  neyer  will  on  any  occasion,  allow  snch  a  transaction     Y.-C.  M« 
to  pass  without  expressing  my  surprise  that  any  man  can  do  a        1874 
thing  so  discreditable  to  his  position  as  to  receive  a  gratuitous  quali-       j^  re 
fication  as  a  director  of  a  company.    However  it  was  done  in  this  "^SJ^koCo^ 

case ;  and  I  deeply  regret  to  see  the  names  of  those  by  whom  it  was        

done.  But,  another  singular  circumstance  is,  that  everybody  has 
received  bis  shares  gratuitously.  Two  hundred  thousand  shares 
have  been  issued,  and  not  a  penny  paid ;  for  it  is  the  admission  of 
both  sides  that  this  company  has  never  had  a  cash  book,  that  it  has 
not  a  banker's  book,  and,  as  far  as  I  have  heard,  it  has  not  a  debt 
probably  worthy  the  name  of  debt,  for  it  is  not  suggested  that 
there  is  anything  due  but  the  directors'  salary,  which  is  too  ridi- 
culoas  a  thing  to  contemplate,  and  th^  allowance  which  is  said  to 
be  due  to  Mr.  James  Eldridge  for  keeping  a  table,  and  so  forth, 
which  is  as  ridiculous  as  the  claim  for  the  directors'  salary.  There- 
fore, here  I  have  a  company,  in  which,  if  I  make  an  order  to  wind 
up,  there  can  be  no  list  of  contributories,  for  there  is  nobody 
liable  to  contribute  a  penny,  and  it  is  admitted  there  are  no 
creditors. 

What  am  I  to  do  in  such  a  state  of  things  ?  It  is  perfectly 
clear  that  the  object  of  the  Winding-up  Acts  is  to  settle  the  rights 
of  contributories,  creditors,  and  everybody  interested  in  the  com- 
pany. In  this  case  there  is  no  money  to  take  possession  of.  If  I 
make  the  winding-up  order  there  must  be  an  o£Scial  liquidator, 
because  winding  up  without  the  aid  of  an  official  liquidator  is,  in 
my  opinion,  entirely  out  of  the  question.  Therefore  there  must 
be  an  official  liquidator.  Where  am  I  to  find  the  money  to  pay 
him  ?  There  are  only  seven  shareholders  who  are  liable  to  be  put 
on  the  list  of  contributories,  each  of  whom  is  liable  for  £10.  There- 
fore all  I  can  get  is  £60,  because  one  of  them  is  said  to  have  paid 
his  £10,  though  that  payment,  I  must  say,  is  a  very  equivocal  one. 
So  that  here  is  a  company  which  has  been  going  on  for  four  years, 
and  up  to  the  present  time,  looking  at  it  in  the  most  favourable 
way,  it  has  received  only  £10. 

I  am  much  inclined  to  think  that,  under  such  circumstances, 
persons  who  get  into  such  concerns  as  these  ought  to  be  left  to  get 
out  of  them  as  they  can ;  for  it  is  hardly  worth  the  consideration 
of  the  Court  to  aid  them,  or  to  do  anything  for  them  whatever ; 
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y.-G.  M.  .  and  it  has  been  the  impression  upon  my  mind  daring  a 
1874        able  part  of  the  argument  that  that  is  the  proper  course  to  adopt, 
jn  ^0  But  I  most  take  the  Act  as  I  find  it.  In  the  case  of  the  Prinee» 

^^^  o/Beuss  V.  Bos  (1)  in  the  matter  of  the  IntemaHamU  Land  CredU 

Compainfff  which  was  a  company  with  an  enormous  capital,  and  which 

was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  and  selling  land  in 
Auttria  (in  this  country  it  had  an  office,  and  in  that  office  it  was 
proved  that  there  was  a  chair,  a  table,  and,  I  believe,  a  small  desk 
— dxere  was  nothing  else)*    I  thought  as  there  was  nothing  to  be 
got  in  this  country,  and  whatever  could  be  got  could  only  be 
got  by  selling  land  in  Auairia,  that  that  was  not  a  company 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  which  was  proper  to  be  wound  up 
in  this  country,  because  I  felt  satisfied  that  no  good  could  come  of 
it*    I  accordingly  refused  to  make  the  order.    From  me  it  went 
to  Lord  Justice  Qiffard,  aiting  alone,  who  made  the  order  to 
wind  up.    From  him  it  went  to  the  House  of  Lord%  who  affirmed 
his  decision.    Ther^ore  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  I  was  wrong  in 
my  conclusion,  in  not  making  an  order  to  wind  up  that  company, 
which  I  was  satisfied  could  do  nothing ;  and  I  believe  the  result 
has  been  that  I  was  quite  right  in  that ;  for  it  has  been  in  mj 
Chambers  for  four  years,  and  nothing  has  been  done  except  to  get 
•    in  s(Mnec  smiJl  assets,  out  of  whieh  I  have  been  able  to  remunerate 
the  official  liquidator  up  to  a  certain  time.    However,  as  I  under- 
stand that,  decision,  it  goes  to  this  extent^  that  wherever  there  is  a 
registered  company  undeir  this  Act  there  is  the  right  to  the 
winding-up  order. 

If  this  had  been  a  creditor  petitioning,  and  I  have  already  shewn 
there  cannot  be  such  a  person^  for  there  is  no  creditor,  oongideriiig 
that  the  case  falls  strictly  and  literally  within  the  subdivision  of 
sectb  79,.  which  provides  that  the  winding-iqr  ooder  may  be  made 
whenever  the  company  does  not  commence  its  busineas  within  a 
y eex  of  its  incorporadcm  or  suspends  its  business,  it  is  pwfectly  clear 
that  this  company  never  having  done  anything  and  neves  having 
commenced  business  (and  I  am  perfectly  satisfied  that  if  it  continiKS 
it.  never  will  oonunence  business),  it.  Hetlls  strictly  within  the  de- 
scription of  a  company  whieh  has  not  commenced  itsbusineu  within 
a  year.    Therefore,  if  it  were  a  creditor  wha  was  petitioning,  it  is 

(I)  Law  Hep.  5  E.  L.  176. 


VOL.  XVnj  EQUITY  OASEa  •  511 

dear  tiiexe  is  the  right  to  hare  the  order  to  wind  up ;  but  the     V^.  M, 
order  to  wind  up  may  be  made  on  the  application  of  a  creditor       1874 
or  a  contribntory.    Then  iriiat  is  to  be  done  in  this  case  ?    If  I  do       inn 
not  make  an  order  to  wind  up,  what  is  to  become  of  this  property  ?  wtora  cJ^ 
because  both  sides  agree  that  there  is  property  here  of  value,  and        "— 
that  although  they  have  not  worked,  somebody  may  be  willing  to 
work^  and  it  may  be  sold  for  money.    If  I  refrain  from  making  an 
order,  how  is  the  questicm  to  be  settled  ? 

It  has  been  argued  that  under  the  4th  section  of  the  memorandum 
of  association  the  directors  of  this  company  have  the  power  of  dis- 
posing of  "  all  or  any  part  of  the  company's  business  and  property, 
and  for  all  or  any  of  the  said  purposes,  if  necessary,  to  establish  any 
new  company  or  companies,  and  to  take^  hold,  or  sell  shares  in  any 
such  other  company."  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  clause  does  not 
apply  to  the  existing  state  of  things  at  all,  but  merely  refers  to 
amalgamation  with  other  companies,  or  something  of  that  sort, 
while  it  is  a  going  company,  not  in  the  case  of  a  winding-up. 

The  difficulty  being  that  which  I  have  stated,  what  are  the  views 
of  the  different  parties  ?  My  making  any  order  has  on  one  side 
been  strenuously  opposed ;  but  the  very  parties  who  now  oppose  any 
order  being  made  to  wind  up  compulsorily  had,  so  recently  as  the 
20th  of  January  last,  made  up  their  minds  to  submit  a  resolution  to 
a  meeting  of  the  company  to  wind  it  up  voluntarily.  What  do  they 
say  by  their  affidavit  ?  They  do  not  say  that  it  cannot  be  wound 
np  voluntarily,  and  if  it  can  be  wound  up  voluntarily  it  can  be 
wound  up  compulsorily ;  but  they  say,  **  For  certain  reasons  the 
resolutions,  of  which  notiee  had  been  given  that  the  company 
should  be  wound  up  voluntarily,  were  not  proposed  at  the  meeting, 
because  it  was  thought  better  to  defer  the  liquidation  of  the  com- 
pany until  the  agreement  with  the  Senora  Company  had  been 
carried  into  effect/'  Their  view,  therefore,  when  they  went  to 
that  meeting  was  to  wind  up,  and  if  so,  why  have  they  changed 
their  views  so  much  ?  They  say  it  is  not  a  desirable  thing  to 
wind  up,  and  that  I  must  call  a  meeting.  It  has  been  strongly 
argued  that  I  should  call  a  meeting.  I  have  the  power  to  do  so. 
But  suppose  I  do  ?  I  see  very  plainly  that  one  side,  namely,  the 
Bide  represented  by  Mr.  Caiion  and  Mr.  Pearson,  has  the  command 
of  133,000  shares,  and  that  the  other  side,  who  are  for  the  wind- 
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V.-C.  M.    iDg-up  has  the  command  of  only  68,000.     What  would  be  the 

1974       utility  of  my  calling  a  meeting  when  those  having  the  133,000 

^^^       shares  would  be  sure  to  carry  everything  their  own  way  ?     It 

TuMACAcoui  ^ould  be  a  mere  delusion.     It  is  very  true  that  in  the  case  of 

Miking  Co.  ,       ^ 

the  Brighton  Hotel  Company  I  did  call  a  meeting,  as  I  did  in 

the  case  of  another  company,  but  those  were  companies  which 
were  actually  carrying  on  business,  and  where  I  had  a  doubt  as 
to  whether  it  was  an  expedient  thing  to  wind  up.  In  the  case  of 
the  Briffhton  Hotel  Company  money  was  wanted,  and  I  thought  it 
might  be  worth  their  while  to  endeavour  to  find  it.  The  result 
of  my  calling  a  meeting  was,  that  money  was  found,  and  the 
company  is  now  going  on  earning  large  profits.  But  to  call  a 
meeting  here,  which  cannot  by  any  possibility  determine  whether 
it  is  advantageous  to  carry  on  the  business  or  not,  is  out  of  the 
question.  The  only  question  is,  how  to  dispose  of  the  property. 
The  directors  say  they  have  entered  into  an  arrangement  by 
which  another  company  is  to  be  formed,  and  by  which  they  are  to 
get  certain  benefits,  a  certain  number  of  ordinary  shares  are  to 
be  created  and  a  certain  number  of  preference  shares.  It  is  per- 
fectly clear,  whether  they  are  ordinary  shares  or  preference  shares, 
they  cannot  oblige  the  shareholders  of  this  company  to  go  into  tbe 
new  concern,  and,  therefore,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  any  efforts 
to  be  made  to  dispose  of  the  property  of  the  company  without  the 
aid  of  this  Court  must  be  futile. 

Under  all  these  circumstances,  although  I  feel  great  difficulty 
as  to  what  is  to  be  done,  and  what  course  the  company  may  take, 
and  althoug  h  I  am  strongly  impressed  with  the  propriety,  if  I 
were  at  liberty  to  do  so,  of  leaving  them  to  settle  their  own  affairs 
and  to  sell  their  own  property,  for  which  they  have  not  paid  a 
penny,  in  the  best  way  they  can,  yet,  seeing  that  the 'company  is 
registered,  and  has  property  to  be  disposed  of,  I  think,  upon  the 
whole,  I  cannot  refrain  from  making  an  order  to  wind  it  up  com- 
pulsorily.  Whether  I  shall  be  able  to  carry  that  order  out 
is  another  question,  because  I  certainly  feel  a  difficulty.  First 
of  all,  I  make  an  order  compulsorily  to  wind  up.  That  order  ^ill 
be  taken  into  Chambers,  and  the  first  thing  will  be  to  appoint  a 
liquidator.  If  I  cannot  find  a  liquidator,  it  may  then  be  necessaiy 
to  stay  the  order  and  to  take  some  other  steps ;  but  in  the  mean- 
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while,  as  both  parties  agree  that  there  is  property  of  yalue,  I  hope     V.-C.  M. 
some  one  will  be  found  to  undertake  the  liquidation ;  and  under        1874 
the  orders  of  this  Court  the  property  can  be  disposed  of  to  some       in  re 
other  company  or  in  some  other  way,  and  I  am  perfectly  satisfied   min^  Co' 

that  if  sold  at  all  it  can  be  sold  to  much  greater  advantage  by  the        

official  liquidator  under  the  orders  of  this  Court  than  it  can  ever 
be  by  a  body  like  this,  where  every  proposal  which  is  made  by 
the  one  party  is  sure  to  be  opposed  by  the  other. 

Therefore,  on  all  these  grounds,  seeing  that  there  are  consider- 
able difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  case,  as  I  have  pointed  out,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  proper  course  is  to  make  the  usual  order  to 
wind  up  compulsorily. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioner :  Mr.  W.  T.  Manning. 
Solicitor  for  the  Company :  Mr.  Heritage. 


Feb.  28. 


COTTEBELL  v.  STEATTON.  v.-c.  M. 

[1868    a    141.]  ^^* 

liedemption  Suit — Mortgage  under  £1000— Taxation  (f  Costs — Higher  or  Louder 

Scale. 

In  a  suit  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  where  the  amount  due  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill  la  under  £1000,  notwithstanding  that  the  mortgage  was  made 
to  secure  a  larger  amount,  the  Defendants*  costs  must  be  taxed  on  the  lower 
scale. 

1  HIS  was  an  adjourned  summons  upon  the  application  of  the 
Defendants  that  the  Taxing  Master  might  be  ordered  to  review 
his  taxation  of  costs  in  this  cause,  and  that  he  might  be  directed 
to«  tax  the  Defendants*  costs  upon  the  higher  scale  applicable 
to  suits  in  which  a  larger  sum  than  £1000  was  claimed. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  for  redemption  of  a  mortgage 
executed  by  him  to  the  No.  3  Borough  of  Lambeth  Benefit  Building 
Society,  dated  in  November,  1858,  whereby  the  society  advanced 
to  the  Plaintiff,  upon  security  of  certain  leasehold  houses,  a  sum  of 
£900.  The  Plaintiff,  upon  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  had 
subscribed  for  fifteen  shares  of  £60  each  in  the  society,  amounting 
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y.-O.  M.     to  £900,  under  an  arrangement  that  he  should  repay  the  same  in 

1874       ten  years  by  monthly  instalments  of  146.  2d.  per  share,  making 

Com^MLL   ^^^    ^^    fifteen    shares  the  sum  of   £10  129.  6d.  monthly,  or 

j-^  ^'         £127  10«.  annually,  which  in  ten  years  would  amount  to  £1275 ; 

and  the  mortgage  was  made  for  secunng  the  repayment  of  that 

sum,  and  such  other  payments  in  respect  of  the  said  fifteen  shares 
as  were  by  the  rules  of  the  society  provided  respecting  members 
receiving  the  amount  of  their  shares  in  advance,  and  subject  to 
redemption  by  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  full  payment  of  such  sums. 

The  Plaintiff  duly  paid  his  instalments  up  to  February,  1861, 
but  having  been  imable  to  continue  the  payments  any  longer,  the 
society  took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  entered 
into  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  which  amounted  to  about  £141 
per  annum.  In  December,  1864,  the  Plaintiff  applied  to  the 
society  requesting  to  be  informed  what  amount  was  due  to  them 
and  would  be  required  for  redeeming  the  mortgage.  The  society 
in  answer  stated  a  much  larger  sum  than  the  Plaintiff  believed 
to  be  due,  and  after  some  correspondence  on  the  subject  of  the 
accounts  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for  redemption  of  the  mortgage, 
and  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  proceeding  to  sell  the 
mortgaged  premises. 

Upon  taking  the  accounts  it  turned  out  that  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill  the  amount  due  from  the  Plaintiff  was  £517,  and 
the  Master,  in  taxing  the  Defendants'  costs,  which  were  ordered  to 
be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  had  taxed  them  on  the  lower  scale  instead 
of  the  higher  scale. 

The  Defendants  now  asked  that  the  Master  might  be  ordered  to 
review  his  taxation,  and  that  he  might  be  directed  to  tax  the  costs 
on  the  higher  scale. 

Mr.  Huffh  WiUiamSf  in  support  of  the  summons : — 

The  mortgage  in  this  case  was,  in  fact,  to  secure  a  sum  of  £1275, 
being  the  amount  which  the  Plaintiff,  as  a  member  of  the  Lambe& 
Benefit  Building  Society y  had  contracted  to  pay,  in  respect  of  instal- 
ments and  fees,  for  the  advance  to  Mm  of  £900.  The  account 
included  rents  and  other  sums  of  money  far  exceeding  £1000,  and 
therefore  the  case  does  not  come  within  the  rule,  '^  that  in  all 
suits  for  foreclosure  or  redemption  in  which  the  mortgage  whereon 
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the  sail  is  founded,  or  the  charge  or  lien  sought  to  be  enforced,     V.-G.  M. 
shall  be  under  the  amount  or  value  of  £1000/'  the  lower  scale  of       1874 
charges  shall  be  applicable.   The  cases  of  Flockton  v.  Pedke  (1)  and    ccwtkbbll 
•Chimes  v.  Harrison  (2)  decide  that  the  Court  looks  to  the  amount    gTBATTOH 

in  dispute,  not  to  the  amount  actually  recovered.    The  case  of  Beade        

V.  Bentley  (3)  is  also  an  authority,  where  the  amount  recovered  was 
only  £800,  and  still  it  was  decided  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood 
Ihat  the  costs  should  be  taxed  according  to  the  higher  scale ;  and 
in  the  Earl  of  Stamford  v.  Dawson  (4),  Vice-Ohancellor  Wood 
directed  the  costs  to  be  taxed  on  the  higher  scale,  although  the 
property  in  question  was  under  the  amount  or  value  of  £1000.  It 
is  submitted  that  this  is  substantially  a  suit  in  reference  to  a  sum 
greater  than  £1000,  and  that  the  amount  or  value  of  the  mort- 
gage whereon  the  suit  is  founded  is  not  under  that  amount,  and, 
consequently,  that  the  Master  ought  to  be  directed  to  review  his 
taxation,  and  to  tax  the  Defendants'  costs  upon  the  higher  scale. 

Mr.  Bristoive,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  T.  A.  Boberts,  for  the  Plaintiff,  were 
not  called  upon. 

Sir  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

I  think  the  proper  criterion  for  ascertaining  the  amount  or 
value  of  the  mortgage  whereon  a  redemptioQ  suit  is  founded,  is  not 
the  sum  of  money  which  was  originally  advanced,  because  that 
might  possibly  be  £20,000,  and  might  be  reduced  below  £1000 
by  payments  made  by  the  mortgagor,  but  the  sum  actually  due 
«t  the  time  the  bill  is  filed.  Here  the  sum  originally  advanced 
to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Benefit  Building  Society  upon  a  common 
mortgage  was  £900,  although  it  was  intended  to  secure  other  sums 
payable  as  fines  and  fees  under  the  rules  of  the  society.  The  sum 
originally  advanced,  however,  was  reduced  by  means  of  payments 
by  the  mortgagor  and  by  the  receipt  of  rents,  while  the  mort- 
gagees were  in  possession,  to  the  sum  of  £517,  and  that  sum  only 
was  due  at  the  time  the  bill  was  filed.  The  Defendants  ought  to 
have  known  the  actual  amount  due  when  applied  to  by  the  mort- 
gagor, and  it  was  their  duty  to  have  informed  him  at  once  how 

(1)  12  W.  R.  1023.  (3)  3  K.  &  J.  271,  280. 

(2)  27  Beav.  198.  (4)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  352. 
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V.-O.  M. 
1874 


gottbbsll 
Stbattov. 


much  lie  would  have  to  pay  in  order  to  redeem  the  mortgage. 
There  was  nothing  to  be  done  in  the  suit  but  to  ascertain  the 
amount  due,  and  if  the  Defendants  had  distinctly  stated  that  &ct 
the  suit  would  have  been  unnecessary.  If  the  Plaintiff  had  known 
the  exact  amount^  and  had  tendered  the  sum  of  £317,  the 
Defendants  would  have  been  bound  to  accept  it.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that,  as  the  amount  due  at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  was  not 
more  than  £517,  the  suit  comes  within  the  rule  as  to  redemption 
suits  in  which  the  mortgage  whereon  the  suit  is  founded  is  under 
the  amount  or  value  of  £1000,  and  that  the  Master  was  right  in 
taxing  the  costs  according  to  the  lower  scale  of  charges. 

In  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Stamford  y.  Datmon  (1)  there  was  an 
inquiry  as  to  damages,  and  a  prayer  for  a  receiver  and  an  injunc- 
tion. It  was  a  suit  founded  on  fraud,  and  the  exact  amount  at 
issue  could  not  be  defined ;  and  Orimea  v.  Bdrriion  (2)  was  not  a 
simple  suit  for  redemption.  It  was  instituted  to  have  a  trust 
fund  replaced,  and  to  obtain  a  winding-up  of  the  company. 

I  shall,  therefore,  dismiss  the  summons,  and  order  the  Defen- 
dants to  pay  the  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Plaintiff :  Mr.  Dinn. 

Solicitors  for  the  Defendants :  Messrs.  Wyatt,  HosJcins,  dt  Hooker. 


y.-O.  M. 

1874 
March  25. 


HULL  V.  CHRISTIAN. 

[1861    H.    160.] 
Will — Constmction — Annuity  to  Trustee — Gi/t  coupled  with  Duty. 

A  gift  of  an  annuity  to  a  trustee,  so  long  as  he  should  continue  to  execute 
the  ofiSce  of  trustee : — 

Jffdd  to  determine  on  the  cesser  of  active  trusts  by  the  payment  of  the 
whole  of  the  trust  property  to  a  person  absolutely  entitled,  without  a  devolu- 
tion of  the  office  of  trustee  on  any  other  person. 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit  for  payment  ont 
of  Court  of  a  fund  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  cause. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  the  year  1861  for  the  administration 
(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Eq.  352.  (2)  27  Bear.  198. 


V. 

Cbbtstiav. 
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of  the  estate  of  the  PlaintifiTs  great-annt^  Sarah  Bawe,  who  died  in     y.-a  M. 
1847,  and  by  her  will,  which  was  dated  the  20th  of  July,  1841,       i874 
after  directing  the  payment  of  her  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary       q^„^ 
expenses  out  of  her  personal  estate,  and  bequeathing  certain  lega- 
cies and  annuities,  amongst  which  was  an  annuity  of  £100  to  the 
Defendant  WiUiam  Wareing  (whom  she  also  appointed  one  of  her 
trustees)  so  long  as  he  should  continue  to  execute  the  o£5ce  of 
trustee  under  her  will,  gave  all  her  property,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  her  trustees  upon  certain  trusts,  under  which,  in  the 
events  which  happened,  the  Plaintiff  became  absolutely  entitled 
beneficially  on  attaining  her  age  of  twenty-one  years,  which  event 
took  place  on  the  14th  of  August,  1873. 

The  residuary  estate  of  Sarah  Botoe  had  been  from  time  to  time 
paid  into  Court  to  the  credit  of  the  cause  as  it  was  realized,  and, 
subject  to  certain  allowances  made  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
Plaintiff  during  her  minority,  and  to  the  payment  of  such  annuities 
as  remained  subsisting,  including  that  of  Mr.  Wareinffy  had  been 
accumulated. 

By  an  order  of  the  19th  of  March,  1868,  made  on  further  con- 
sideration, it  was,  amongst  other  things,  ordered  that  a  sum  of 
£3338  60.  8d,  should  be  set  apart  to  answer  the  annuity  of  Mr. 
Wareinff.  There  was  no  other  annuity  now  subsisting,  but  Mr. 
Wareinff  was  still  living. 

The  Petition  asked  that  this  fund  of  £3333  60:  8d.  might  be 
-paid  out  to  the  Plaintiff  together  with  the  other  funds  in  Court. 

.  Mr.  Qlasse^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Norih^  for  the  Petitioner : — 

The  Plaintiff  is  now  entitled  to  receive  the  testatrix's  estate,  and 
the  trusts  of  the  will  have  entirely  ceased.  Mr.  Wareing^ $  annuity 
has  consequently  expired  also. 

Mr.  Cottony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cozen^Eardy^  for  Mr.  Wareing : — 

The  annuity  is  not  given  for  Mr.  Wareing'a  trouble  in  executing 
the  tmsts  of  the  will,  and  is  independent  of  any  active  duties  he 
might  have  to  perform.  He  continues  to  be  a  trustee  till  his 
death,  or  till  some  other  person  has  been  appointed  in  his  place  and 
on  his  retirement.  The  question,  moreover,  has  been  adjudicated 
upon  by  the  order  on  further  consideration  directing  the  setting 
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y.-a  M.     apart  of  the  £3333  Qs.  8(2.  at  a  time  when  all  actiye  duties  as 

1874       trustee  had  practically  ceased.    Eyen  in  Baker  v.  Martin  (I),  where 

Hull      the  annuity  was  expressly  stated  to  be  for  the  annuitant's  trouble, 

Qgg^ijfn^    the  duty  of  shewing  affirmatiyely  that  the  duties  of  the  trosteeship 

—       had  ceased  was  thrown  upon  the  party  claiming  under  that  sap^ 

position. 

Mr.  Olasse,  in  reply,  referred  to  Esnrian  y.  Banham  (2),  and 
said  that  the  roHo  decidendi  of  Baker  y.  Martin  was  that  there 
were  assets  outstanding. 

Sib  E.  Malins,  V.C.  : — 

I  am  yery  sorry  that  the  Petitioner  should  think  it  worth  while 
to  disturb  the  arrangement  made  by  the  order  of  the  19th  of 
March,  1868.  But  still,  howeyer  wealthy  she  may  be,  she  is  entitled 
to  haye  her  rights  determined,  and  I  haye  to  decide  the  question 
whether  the  annuity  has  ceased  or  not. 

The  annuity  was  giyen  to  Mr.  Wareinp  so  long  as  he  should 
continue  to  execute  the  office  of  trustee.  He  executed  the  office 
from  1847  till  the  present  time,  when  eyery  trust  has  oome  to  an 
end.  There  is  no  ground  for  any  suggestion  that  there  is  any 
other  trust  property  than  that  represented  by  the  fund  in  Courts 
and  the  trusts  are  entirely  at  an  end.  Now,  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  expression?  Surely  from  its  yery  words  it  implies  remuner- 
ation of  service  to  be  rendered,  and  when  the  trouble  ceases  the 
remuneration  must  also  cease.  I  must,  therefore,  come  to  the  con* 
elusion  that  the  annuity  was  to  continue  so  long  only  as  Mr 
Wareing  should  continue  to  haye  the  trouble  of  executing  the 
trusts  of  the  wilL  Mr.  Cotton  admits  that  if  he  had  resigned  the 
trusteeship  the  annuity  must  haye  ceased.  But  another  way  of 
terminating  the  trusteeship  was  by  the  cessation  of  the  duties  of 
the  trustee. 

Therefore,  though  I  am  sorry  that  the  question  has  been  raised, 
the  order  must  be  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  Petition. 

• 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Norris,  Aliens,  &  Carter ;  Mr.  WorQUngtoi^ 
Evans. 

(1)  8  Sim.  26.  (2)  Dm.  476. 


VOL.  XTIL]  EQUITY  OASES.  549 


Uarohe. 


WILLIAMSON  V.  WILLIAMSON.  v.^.  B. 

[1868    W.    132.]  ^^* 

Lessor  and  Lessee — Underiecue  —  Covenant  not  to  assign  or  underlet  without 

License — Like  Provisions, 

Where  a  lessee  subject  to  a  covenant  not  to  assign  without  the  lessor's 
consent,  having  obtained  such  consent,  agreed  to  grant  an  underlease  to  con- 
tain the  like  provisions  as  the  lease : — 

Heldy  that  in  the  covenant  in  the  underlease  against  assignment  the  original 
lessor  was  the  person  whose  consent  should  be  required. 

AdJOTTBNED  stimmons  raising  a  question  upon  the  frame  of  a 
dause  contained  in  a  draft  underlease  which  was  being  settled  in 
Chambers. 

By  indenture  of  lease  dated  the  20th  of  April,  1861,  Viscount 
Sidmouth  demised  unto  K  BL  fVUliafMon  (since  deceased)  certain 
mines  of  coal  and  ironstone  for  a  term  of  forty  years  from  the 
29th  of  September,  1860.  The  lease  contained  a  proviso  that  if 
the  rents  or  compensations,  or  any  part  thereof  respectively,  should 
have  been  unpaid  for  sixty  days  after  the  days  of  payment  (the 
same  having  been  first  demanded  in  writing),  and  no  su£Scient 
distress  be  found  on  the  demised  premises  to  answer  such  arrears, 
'^  or  if  the  lessee  or  lessees,  or  any  of  them,  should  at  any  time  or 
times  thereafter  during  the  said  term  set,  let,  or  part  with  possession 
of  the  said  premises  thereby  demised,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof, 
or  transfer  the  lease  "  (now  being  stated)  *'  for  all  or  any  part  of  the 
term  thereby  granted  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  said  Lord  Sidmotdh,  his  heirs  or 
assigns,  for  that  purpose  first  had  and  obtained,  save  and  except  to 
a  wife,  child  or  children,  or  to  a  partner  or  partners,"  or  in  case 
the  lessee  or  lessees  should  be  adjudged  bankrupt,  &c.,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Viscount  SidmoiUh,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  to  re- 
enter  upon  the  demised  premises  and  take  possession  thereof,  and 
also  to  work  and  win  and  get  the  mines  and  minerab  thereby 
demised,  and  sell  and  convert  the  same  to  and  for  his,  her,  or  their 
own  use  and  benefit,  and  from  thenceforth  the  term  of  forty  years, 
and  all  right  and  interest  thereby  granted  or  demised,  or  intended 
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y.-G.  B.     SO  to  be,  and  every  clause,  covenant,  and  agreement  therein  contained 

1874        should  cease,  determine,  and  be  absolutely  void  to  all  intents  and 

WiuIufsoN  P^irposes  whatspever  except  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  arrears 

^    ••  of  rent  and  compensation  for  any  breach  of  the  covenants,  pro- 

WnJJAMflON.  ^  .  .  . 

visions,  or  agreements  therein  contained.  The  lease  also  contained 

a  covenant  by  H.  H.  Williamson,  the  lessee,  not  during  the  said 
term  to  set,  let,  or  part  with  the  possession  of  the  said  premises, 
except  as  aforesaid,  without  the  license  or  consent  of  the  said 
Viscount  Sidmouthy  his  heirs  or  assigns,  in  writing. 

JET.  JJ.  Williamson  died  on  the  3rd  of  December,  1867,  and  his 
will  was  proved  in  June,  1868,  by  John  HenshaU  Williamson,  his 
sole  acting  executor. 

On  the  17th  of  June,  1871,  Lord  SidmoiUh  granted  to  /.  H. 
Williamson  a  license  to  underlet  to  George  Badddey  certain  parts 
of  the  property  comprised  in  the  lease,  for  any  term  of  years  short 
of  the  whole  term  created  by  the  lease,  but  it  was  declared  by  the 
license  that  it  should  not  authorize  any  further  letting  or  assigning, 
or  other  parting  with  the  possession  of  the  lands  thereby  licensed 
to  be  sub-let,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  such  consent  as  was 
required  by  the  lease  with  respect  to  assigning  and  underletting  of 
the  lands  thereby  leased. 

On  the  2l8t  of  July,  1871,  J.  H.  Williamson,  after  obtaining  the 
consent  of  Lord  Sidmouth,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  C^€orge 
BaddeUy,  by  which  he  agreed  to  grant  to  him  an  underlease,  which 
was  to  be  in  all  respects  similar  to  that  granted  by  Lord  Sidmatdh, 
of  a  portion  of  the  mines  comprised  in  the  lease  from  Lord  Sidmouth 
to  E,  JET.  Williamson,  for  the  term  of  twenty-ifine  and  a  half  years 
from  the  23rd  of  March,  1871,  at  the  rents  and  royalties  therein 
mentioned,  with  a  proviso — 

**  That  in  such  underlease  shall  be  contained  the  like  provisions, 
conditions,  and  stipulations,  in  all  respects,  as  were  contained  in  the 
said  recited  indenture  of  lease,  except  the  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  lessee  to  leave  a  banner  between  the  mines  thereby  demised 
and  the  mines  under  the  adjoining  lands." 

It  was  also  provided  by  this  agreement  that  the  contract  thereby 
entered  into,  and  the  underlease  to  be  granted  in  pursuance  thereof, 
should  be  subject  to  the  consent  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
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the  suit  of  Williamson  v.  Williamson  (a  suit  instituted  by  J.  E.      Y.-G.  B. 
Williamson  for  administration  of  the  estate  of  JET.  K  Williamson),       1874 

and  that  /.  H.  Williamson  should  use  his  best  endeavours  to  obtain  ^^ji^^^gov 

such  consent  ^    •• 

Williamson. 
In  March,  1872,  Badddey  agreed  to  sell  his  interest  in  the       — 

mines  to  one  Anderson,  who,  in  November,  1872,  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  his  interest  to  the  Wedgioood  Iron  Com- 
pany, the  license  of  Lord  Sidmouth  having  been  obtained  by 
Badddey  for  these  assignments. 

In  pursuance  of  the  agreement  of  the  21st  of  July,  1871,  a  draft 
underlease  was  prepared  by  the  solicitors  of  J,  JET.  Williamson, 
and  forwarded  for  approval  to  the  solicitors  of  Badddey,  by  whom 
it  was  returned  approved.  In  this  draft  lease  the  name  of  Lord 
Sidmouth  (his  heirs  and  assigns)  was  inserted  in  the  proviso  for 
re-entry  and  the  covenant  against  assignment  as  the  person  whose 
consent  in  writing  was  required. 

In  July,  1872,  the  Chatterley  Iron  Company  agreed  to  purchase 
all  the  interest  of  J.  H.  Williamson  in  the  mines  and  premises, 
subject  to  the  agreement  for  granting  a  lease  to  Badddey.  This 
contract  was  confirmed  by  an  order  in  the  suit  dated  the  2nd  of 
August,  1872,  and  completed  by  a  conveyance  dated  the  21st  of 
May,  1873;  both  contract  and  conveyance  being  subject  to  the 
agreement  with  Baddeley  of  the  2l8t  of  July,  1871. 

The  draft  of  the  proposed  underlease  was  forwarded  to  the  soli- 
citors of  the  Chatterley  Iron  Company,  by  whom  the  clause  relating 
to  assignments  and  underlettings  was  altered,  by  making  it  neces- 
sary (or  Baddeley  to  obtain  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Chatterley 
Iron  Company  ("  the  lessors,  their  successors,  or  assigns  ")  to  any 
assignment  or  letting  of  the  premises,  and  not  that  of  Lord  Sid- 
mouth,  as  was  provided  by  the  draft  underlease  forwarded  by  J,  E. 
Williamson  to  Badddey, 

Badddey  s  solicitors  objected  to  this  alteration,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  Chatterley  Iron  Company  wrote  that  they  "  declined  to 
be  bound  by  the  terms  of  a  draft  lease  alleged  to  have  been 
submitted  by  Williamson  to  and  approved  by  Mr.  Badddey, 
without  notice  to  them  as  purchasers  after  their  purchase  contract 
had  been  confirmed,  and  to  which  draft  they  were  no  parties." 

After  some  further  correspondence,  a  summons  was  taken  out 
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y.-G.  K     by  the  ChaUerley  Company  to  proceed  upon  the  order  by  which 
1874       the  underlease  was  directed  to  be  settled  by  the  Judge  in  Gham- 

WlLUAllSON  *  ^^« 

• 

WiLLUJuoir.      ""^^^  summons  had  been  adjourned  into  Court  upon  the  question 
-^       of  the  frame  of  the  clause  against  assignment. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  E.  B.  Cooke,  and  Mr.  WhUehorne,  for 
Badddey,  contended  that  the  name  of  Lord  Sidmouth,  and  not  that 
of  the  sub-]essors«  as  the  person  whose  consent  was  necessary  to 
any  assignment  or  underletting,  was  alone  to  be  inserted  in  the 
proviso.  To  make  the  consent  of  the  sub-lessors  necessary  would 
be  imposing  an  additional  restriction  which  they  were  not  entitled 
to  require. 

Mr.  Joshua  WiUiams,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Everitt,  appeared  for  the 
Wedgwood  Iron  Company,  to  whom,  with  Lord  Sidmouth's  consent^ 
Badddey  had  assigned  his  interest  under  the  agreement  with 
J.  H.  Williamson,  but  were  not  heard. 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  Mr.  ChiHy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Whitdiead,  for  the 
Chatterley  Iron  Company,  contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  the 
same  control  over  their  sub-lessees  as  was  given  to  Lord  Sidmouih 
over  his  lessee  by  the  original  lease.  Lord  SidmotUh  was  not  a 
party  to  this  contract,  and  though  it  was  not  suggested  in  this 
particular  case  that  he  would  collude  with  the  sub-lessees  against 
the  sub-lessors,  he  might  not  have  the  same  means  as  the  sab- 
lessors  of  judging  as  to  the  advisability  of  any  proposed  assign- 
ment, and  the  insertion  of  their  names,  so  as  to  give  them  the 
right  of  veto,  was  necessary  to  protect  them  against  the  risk  of 
forfeiture.  The  meaning  of  the  proviso  for  inserting  the  like 
provisions,  &c.,  was  that,  as  in  the  covenants  for  payment  of  rent, 
and  other  provisions,  the  names  of  the  sub-lessors  should  be  substi- 
tuted for  that  of  the  original  lessor,  and  this  view  was  borne  oat 
by  the  practice  of  conveyancers,  who,  in  settling  underleases,  made 
the  consent  of  the  sub-lessors  necessary :  JarmarCe  Bythewood  (1); 
Davidson's  Precedents  (2). 

Mr.  Chishclm  Batten  appeared  for  the  Plaintiff,  J.  BL  Williamson, 
but  took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

(1)  Vol  iv.  p.  673.  (2)  Vol.  v.  p.  176. 
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Sib  James  Bacon,  V.C.  : —  v.-o.  b. 

Nobody  can  have  more  respect  than  I  have  for  the  valuable       J^ 
assistance  which  is  afforded  to  the  profeBsion  generally  by  the  Wiluaubok 
precedents  contained  in  Mr.  JarmarCz  and  Mr.  Davidson's  books.  Wiluawoit. 
But  what  I  have  to  carry  out  in  this  instance  is  a  contract  between 
parties;  and  it  is  impossible  that  any  contract  on  the  part  of 
these  lessors  can  make  them  usurp  Lord  Sidmauth'a  rights  or  take 
his  place. 

I  can  see  no  ground  whatever  for  the  contention  which  has 
been  raised  on  their  part.  Lord  Stdnundh,  being  the  owner  of  this 
property,  exercising  a  paramount  right,  leases  to  Williamson,  and 
says :  "  You  shall  not  assign  or  underlet  to  anybody  without  my 
consent."  Then  Williamson  goes  and  asks  somebody  to  take  an 
underlease  of  part  of  the  premises  How  can  that  possibly  deprive 
Lord  Sidmouth  of  his  power  over  the  property,  or  give  that  power 
to  anybody  else  ? 

Williamson,  having  got  Lord  Sidmouth's  consent,  agrees  to  give 
Badddey  an  underlease  upon  the  same  terms  as  those  upon 
which  Lord  Sidmouth  had  leased  to  him,  one  of  which  is  that 
"  you  shall  not  underlet  without  my  "  (Lord  SidmouiVs)  "  con- 
sent'' Of  course,  then,  the  underlessee  cannot  assign  or  underlet 
without  Lord  SidmoutKs  consent,  and  that  he  should  be  entitled 
to  treat  with  a  stranger,  with  the  consent' of  Williamson  only, 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  nature  and  genius  of  the  trans- 
action. 

Then  it  is  said  that  the  underlessee,  if  he  is  bound  by  the  con- 
tract to  get  Lord  SidmoutVs  consent,  is  bound  also  to  get  that  of 
the  company  (t.^.,  Williamson).  But  for  that  contention  I  can  see 
no  ground  whatever.  It  would  be  adding  a  new  term  to  the  con- 
tract. It  would  be  compelling  the  underlessee  to  get  the  com- 
pany's consent,  whereas  aU  he  had  stipulated  to  do  was  to  get 
Lord  Sidmouth's.  Thus,  to  insist  upon  the  xmderlessee  getting 
the  company's  consent  would  be  not  only  beyond  but  contrary  to 
the  contract,  because  the  only  stipulation  as  to  assignment  into 
which  the  underlessee  entered  was,  that  Lord  SidmotUVs  consent 
should  be  obtained.  Not  only  is  there  no  stipulation  for  the 
consent  of  WUliamson  or  his  assigns  to  any  transfer,  but  there  is 
no  necessity  for  it,  because  the  whole  property  is  bound  and  pro- 
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Y.-C.  B.     tected  by  the  stipulation  that  there  shall  be  no  underlease  except 
1874        that  which  Lord  Sidmouth  consents  to. 


V.  Solicitors :  Messrs.  Lems,  MunnSy  &  Longden  ;  Mr.  WortMnybn 


WHJUAMSON. 


Evans  for  Messrs.  Hand,  Slahiston,  dt  Everett^  Stafford ;  Messrs. 
Wedlake  &  Letts, 


v.-o.  B.  FINCH  V.  PESCOTT. 

1874  ri864    F.     116.]' 

^      '  •  Will — AdminiBtrcUion — Interest  allowed  to  Executor  on  Advances, 

By  the  will  of  a  trader,  the  residue  of  his  real  and  persoDal  estate,  induding 
his  stock-in-trade  and  effects  used  therein  and  the  ^goodwill  of  his  business, 
was  bequeathed  to  a  trustee  and  executor,  upon  ordinary  trusts  for  sale  and 
conversion.  The  executor  had  from  time  to  time  out  of  his  own  moneys 
advanced  various  sums  in  excess  of  the  balance  in  his  hands. 

The  Courts  in  administration,  allowed  the  executor  £4  per  cent  on  the 
balances  appearing  due  to  him  at  the  end  of  each  year,  without  indndingany 
interest  in  the  computation  of  such  balances. 

FuRTHEE  CONSIDERATION. 

By  the  will,  dated  the  24th  of  August,  1861,  of  Wdiam  PesooU, 
late  of  Portsea,  railway  carrier,  who  died  on  the  Ist  of  April,  1862, 
seised  and  possessed  of  freehold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold,  and  also 
of  considerable  personal  estate,  Edivin  Frost  and  three  other 
persons,  being  the  widow  and  two  nephews  of  the  testator,  the  two 
latter  being  minors  at  his  death,  were  appointed  trustees  and 
executors.  After  specific  bequests  of  realty,  the  testator  devised  and 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  ^  including 
my  stock-in-trade  and  effects  used  therein  and  the  goodwill  of  my 
business  as  railway  carrier,"  to  the  same  four  persons,  upon  trust 
that  they  or  other  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  time  being  of  that  his 
will  should  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after  his  decease  (or 
at  such  time  or  times  as  they  or  he  might  think  fit  so  to  do),  sell, 
call  in,  and  convert  into  money  such  part  thereof  as  should  not 
consist  of  money,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale 
or  sales,  calling  in,  and  conversion  into  money  of  his  saidresidnaiy 
real  and  personal  estate,  and  such  part  of  his  personal  estate  as 
should  consist  of  money,  upon  trust  to  pay  his  debts,  funeral  and 
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testamentary  expenses^  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  in  y.-o.  b. 
trust  for  the  persons  in  his  will  named.  1874 

The  suit  was  instituted  on  the  19th  of  December,  1864,  against  ^^^^ 

Frosi  and  the  widow,  who  had  proved  the  will,  for  administration.  ,^  •• 

PX800TT. 

A  decree  was  made  on  the  11th  of  February,  1865,  and  on  the        

7th  of  January,  1867,  the  widow  died,  having  appointed  Frost  her 
sole  executor.  The  Chief  Clerk,  on  the  8th  of  August,  1873, 
certified  that  there  was  due  to  the  estate  of  the  widow  and  to  Frost 
a  balance  of  £1074  15s.  lid.,  on  account  of  the  personal  estate  not 
specifically  bequeathed ;  and  that  there  was  due  to  Frost  alone  on 
a  similar  account  a  balance  of  £205  Ids, ;  that  he  had  disallowed 
a  retainer  by  Frost  of  a  legacy  of  £50 ;  and  that  Frost  had  from 
time  to  time  out  of  his  own  moneys  paid  various  sums  in  excess  of 
the  balances  remaining  in  his  hands,  on  account  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed;  on  account  of  the 
testator's  business  carried  on  by  Frost,  and  on  account  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  real  estates;  and  that  the  moneys  so  advanced  by 
Frost  were  applied  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  testator  and 
otherwise  on  account  of  his  personal  estate,  and  had  been  allowed 
to  F^ost  in  the  personal  estate  account ;  also  that  Frosi  claimed  to 
be  allowed  interest  at  £4  per  cent,  on  the  sums  from  time  to  time 
so  advanced  by  him  in  excess  of  the  balances ;  and  that  the 
question  whether  a  sum  of  £416  2s,  9(2.,  representing  such  interest 
down  to  the  date  of  the  certificate,  ought  to  be  allowed  to  Frosty 
had  been  reserved  for  the  Court. 

This  question  now  came  on.  The  interest  had  been  computed 
on  balances  appearing  due  to  Frost  at  the  end  of  every  year,  without 
including  any  interest  in  the  computation  of  such  balances. 

Mr.  Woodroffsy  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

To  allow  £4  per  cent,  on  advances  made  to  pay  debts  which 
were  only  carrying  £3  per  cent.,  would  be  to  mulct  the  estate  in 
favour  of  the  executor. 

Mr.  Eay^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  A.  Roberts,  for  the  Defendant 
Frost : — 

Instances  in  which  interest  upon  advances  has  been  allowed  are, 
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Ex  parte  Chippendale  (1) ;  Murray^a  J^eeeutors*  Case  (2) ;  8argw>tt 
Claim  (3). 

Sib  James  Bacon,  V.O.  : — 

I  think  the  claim  of  the  executor  in  this  case  is  a  reasonable 
one,  and  I  allow  him  interest  on  his  advances  at  £4  per  cent 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiffs :  Messrs.  Robinson  &  Preston. 
Solicitors  for  the  Defendant :  Messrs.  Smith,  Fawion,  db  Low. 


V.-C.  B, 

1874 

Mareh  10. 


LANOEFIELD  v.  IGGULDEN. 

[1870    L.    116.] 

Administration — MarthdUing  Assets — Specific  Devise — Residuary  Realty— 

Deficient  Estate — Contribution, 

In  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  a  testator  whose  personal  assets  sie 
deficient^  specifically  devised  estates  are  not  liable  to  oontribnte  towards 
meeting  the  deficiency  until  the  residuary  real  estate  has  been  exhausted. 

FUETHER  CONSroERATION. 

Chorffe  Laneejield,  by  his  will,  dated  the  24th  of  NoTember,  1864, 
after  various  specific  devises  and  legacies,  directed  his  trastees  to 
stand  possessed  of  his  freehold  building  yards  and  hereditaments 
in  Broad  Street,  Northgate,  Canlerbury,  and  all  his  estate  and  inte- 
rest in  his  stone,  brick,  and  lime  yards  and  business  premises,  in 
trust  for  the  Plaintiff  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  and  after  his 
death  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff's  children. 
The  testator  also  directed  that,  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the 
life  estate  of  his  mother  therein,  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed 
of  his  messuage  and  premises  and  land  at  Wingmare,  in  Kent,  in 
trust  for  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  And  subject 
to  the  life  estate  of  his  mother  in  the  residue  of  his  freehold  and 
leasehold  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  the  trustees  of  the 
will  were  directed  to  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  of,  and  all  his 


(I)  4  B.  M.  &  G.  19,  43,  64.  .(2)  5  D.  M.  &  G.  746,  753. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  15  Eq.  43.  J 
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estate  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of  in,  his  freehold  and  leasehold     v.-C.  B. 
messnagesy  lands,  and  hereditaments,  in  txast  for  his  sister  Eliza        1S74 
Laneefidd,  her  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns ;  and  LAN^racu) 
as  to  all  the  residue  of  his  personal  estates  and  effects  not  therein-    .     ^- 

before  disposed  of,  subject  to  the  payment  thereout  of  his  debts        

and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  the  testator  gave  and 
bequeathed  the  same  unto  Eliza  Laneefidi  absolutely. 

The  testator  died  on  the  17th  of  February,  1868. 

The  Plaintiff,  who  was  a  specific  devisee  under  the  will  (as 
already  stated),  claimed  also  to  be  a  creditor  of  the  testator  for  a 
sum  of  £400,  for  work  and  labour,  and  for  bricks  and  materials 
supplied,  and  filed  this  bill  for  an  account  and  payment  of  what 
was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  and  all  other  creditors  of  the  testator,  and 
for  administration  of  testator's  real  and  personal  estate. 

The  personal  estate  was  insufficient  for  payment  of  debts,  and 
the  bill  alleged  that  the  Defendants  had  sold  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
perty specifically  devised  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
children,  and  applied  the  proceeds  in  payment  of  the  testator's  debts. 

Accounts  and  inquiries  were  directed  by  the  decree  made  at  the 
hearing,  including  an  inquiry  what  real  estate  the  testator  was 
seised  of  or  entitled  to  at  the  time  of  his  death,  distinguishing 
such  parts  as  were  given  or  devised  by  name  from  those  parts 
which  the  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  possessed  of,  as 
^'  the  residue  of,  and  all  his  estate  not  thereinbefore  disposed  of  in, 
his  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages,  lands,  and  hereditaments." 

The  Plaintiff  had  carried  in  his  claim  as  a  creditor  of  the  testa- 
tor for  £401  14a.  8(2.,  but  the  claim  (with  the  exception  of 
£24  12a.  8(Z.)  was  disallowed  by  the  Chief  Clerk,  and  a  balance 
found  due  from  him  to  the  estate  upon  investigation  of  a  counter- 
claim by  the  executors  of  £62  6a.  4{2. 

The  case  now  came  on  upon  further  consideration,  the  two 
questions  being,  1,  whether  the  specifically  devised  estates  were 
liable  to  contribute  rateably  with  the  residuary  real  estate  to  meet 
the  deficiency  of  personal  estate ;  2,  the  costs  of  the  Plaintiff's 
claim  as  a  creditor  which  had  failed. 

Mr.  Kayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ff.  W.  Collins,  for  the  Plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  the  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate  must  be  made 
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V.-G.  B.     good  out  of  the  residuary  real  estate  before  resorting  to  the  estates 

1874        specifically  devised,  which  from  the  nature  of  the  gift  were  in- 

liAKOBrmj)  tended  to  be  taken  without  the  burthen  of  the  debts :  T(mi»  t. 

Mr.  MiUer,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Ince,  for  the  Defendants : — 

Before  the   Wills  Ad  (1  Vict.  c.  26)  every  gift  of  real  estate, 
whether  in  terms  specific  or  residuary,  was  in  fact  specific;  and 
since  that  Act,  although  there  has  been  some  difierence  of  opinion, 
it  is  now  settled  that  every  devise  of  real  estate,  though  in  terms 
residuary,  is  in  fact  specific;  and  that  the  specifically  devised 
estates  are  liable  to  contribute  pari  passu  with  the  estate  included 
in  the  residuary  devise  to  the  payment  of  debts  for  which  tbe 
personal  estate  is  deficient :  Eddeb  v.  Johnson  (2)  ;  and  although 
a  different  opinion  was  expressed  by  Vice-Chancellor  Kindeniey  in 
Body  V.  Rartridge  (3),  that  opinion  has  not  been  followed :  Pear- 
main  V.  Twiss  (4) ;  dark  v.  Clark  (5) ;  Eensman  v.  Fryer  (6) ; 
Ottlbins  V.  Eyden  (7).   It  will  be  said  that  the  decision  in  Hensman 
V.  Fryer  was  mistaken,  and  has  not  been  followed:    GcIUru  v. 
Lewis  (8) ;  Bugdale  v.  Dugdale  (9) ;  but  the  only  part  of  Lord 
ChdmsforSs  decision  which  was  questioned  was  the  direction  that 
the  specific  devisees  should  contribute  rateably  with  the  pecuniary 
legatee,  and  not  the  part  on  which  we  rely,  that  a  residuary  devise 
of  real  estate  remains  specific  notwithstanding  sect  24  of  the  W\Xk 
Ad. 

Upon  the  question  of  costs,  the  Plaintiff  ought  not,  from  filling 
the  position  of  devisee  as  well  as  that  of  creditor  whose  claim  has 
failed,  to  be  in  any  better  position  than  any  outside  creditor 
coming  in  to  prove,  and  h'able  to  pay  the  costs  of  a  claim  which  is 
disallowed. 

Mr.  Jay,  in  reply  : — 

Body  V.  Hartridge  and  Brownson  v.  Latoranee  (10)  are  distinct 

(1)  2  Coll.  490.  (6)  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  420. 

(2)  1  Giff.  22.  (7)  Ibid.  7  Eq.  87L 

(3)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  236.  (8)  Ibid.  8  Eq.  708. 

(4)  2  Gifif.  130.  (9)  Ibid.  14  Eq.  234. 

(5)  34  L.  J.  (Ch.)  477  (10)  Ibid,  6  Eq.  1. 
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authorities  that  real  estate  included  in  a  general  residuary  gift  is     Y.-C.  a 
liable  for  payment  of  debts  before  real  estate  included  in  a  specific        1874 
devise.    In  Collins  y.  Lewis  (1)  Yice-Chancellor  Stuart  said :  '^  The  LAUGKraojo 
decision  in  the  case  of  Hensman  v.  Fryer  is  clearly  a  mistaken  de-    jqqj^^^ 

dsion ;  and  I  must  therefore  decline  to  follow  it.'*  And  in  Bugdale       

y.  DuffdcUe  (2)  Yice-Chancellor  Malins  says:  ''The  point  as  to 
marshalling  the  deficiency  between  the  legacy  and  the  real  estate 
was  decided  in  Hensman  y.  Fryer  under  a  misapprehension  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  decision  in  Tombs  y.  Boeh  (3),  and  I  most  refuse 
to  follow  it.  The  Court  is  not  bound  to  follow  a  decision  even  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal  if  clearly  erroneous." 

We  do  not  deny  that  personal  estate  is  liable  before  real  estate 
for  payment  of  debts,  but  a  residuary  devise  being  a  sort  of  drag- 
net to  sweep  in  everything  that  is  left  undisposed  of,  there  is  no 
such  particular  intention  in  favour  of  the  residuary  devisee  as 
there  is  in  favour  of  the  specific  devisee. 

Mr.  Miller : — ^The  decision  in  Broumscn  v.  Lavjranee  (4),  that 
a  specific  devise  of  part  of  a  mortgaged  estate,  the  other  part 
being  left  to  pass  by  the  general  residuary  gift,  is  of  itself  an  ex- 
pression of  intcDtion  that  the  part  which  passes  by  the  residuary 
gift  shall  be  primarily  liable  to  payment  of  the  whole  of  the  mort- 
gage debt  in  exoneration  of  the  part  specifically  devised,  has 
been  questioned,  and  was  not  treated  as  a  binding  authority  in 
Oibbins  v.  Eyden  (5) ;  SackmOe  v.  Smyth  (6). 

Bin  Jahbs  Bacon,  V.C.  : — 

The  case  of  Tombs  v.  Roch^  according  to  my  notion,  states 
the  real  rule  according  to  which  a  testator  must  be  considered  to 
desire  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  provisions  of  his  will  according  to 
their  apparent  purport,  and  that  a  specific  devise  expresses  an 
intention  on  his  part  that  the  particular  devisee  should  enjoy  the 
specified  individual  portion  of  the  property  which  has  been  devised 
to  him.  No  principle  of  justice  demands,  nor  is  there  any  counte- 
nance given  by  the  cases  to  the  proposition,  that  specific  devisees 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Eq.  708.  (4)  Law  Bep.  6  £q.  1. 

(2)  Ibid.  14  Eq.  234.  (5)  Ibid.  7  Eq.  371, 

(3)  2  Coll.  490.  (6)  AnUy  p.  163. 
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y.-O.  B.  shall  contribute  jpari  passu  with  residuary  devisees  to  the  payment 
1874  of  debts. 
LANonuLD  When  the  personal  estate  has  been  exhausted  the  residuary  real 
estate  is  bound  to  contribute  towards  payment  of  the  testator's 
debtSy  and  it  is  not  until  the  residuary  real  estate  has  proved  in« 
sufficient  that  the  specifically  devised  estates  become  liable.  The 
distribution  must  take  effect  on  this  principle.  As  to  the  costs,  it 
would  not  be  just  to  make  the  Plaintiff  pay  any,  but  he  will  not 
have  any  in  respect  of  his  claim  as  a  creditor. 

Solicitors :  Messrs.  Manekton,  Long^  4t  Co. ;  Mr.  /,  Henry  Janes. 
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TDENER  V.  LONDON  AND  SOUTH-WESTERN  v.^.H, 

RAILWAY  COMPANY.  1874 


[1872    T.    81.]  Jon.  20. 21: 

FA,  17. 

Sathoay  Company — Private  Right  to  stop  TSrain — Ordinary  Train^^Dtai'h  of 

Fhintiff  Irfore  Judgment — Nunc  pro  tunc — Practice^ 

Where  a  Branch  Bail  way  Act  gave  a  landowner  the  right  to  stop  by  signal 
all  ordinary  trains : — 

Eddy  that  accelerated  trains  forming  part  of  fast  through  trains  from 
London^  were  not  '*  ordinary  ^  trains,  though  the  fares  charged  were  at  the 
ordinary  rate. 

Where  an  Act  confers  upon  a  landowner  a  private  right  creating  a  burden 
upoa  a  railway,  and  restraining  the  directors  from  regulating  the  tra£Sc  so 
as  best  to  accommodate  the  public,  it  must  be  construed  strictly. 

Where  a  PlaintifiT  dies  after  hearing  but  before  judgment  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction  to  date  the  judgment  as  of  the  date  of  the  hearing. 

IN  18599  by  the  Bingwood,  Christchurch,  and  Boumemaulh  Bail- 
way  Act,  a  company  was  incorporated,  and  authorized  to  construct 
a  railway  from  a  point  on  the  South-Wettem  line,  in  the  parish  of 
Binffwaod,  to  Ohristchurch,  passing  through  lands  belonging  to 
Lord  Malme9bwryf  near  Avon  Cottage.  The  27th  section  was  as 
follows : 

**  That  the  company  shall  erect  and  for  ever  maintain  a  lodge  at 
the  point  where  the  railway  will  cross  the  occupation  road  num- 
bered 29  onv  the  plans  deposited  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  in  the 
parish  of  Bingwood,  being  the  northern  entrance  to  Avon  Cottage, 
and  the  owner  or  occupier  for  the  time  being  of  Avon  Cottage  shall 
at  all  times  haye  the  right  of  exhibiting  at  that  lodge  a  road 
signal,  being  a  red  flag  by  day  and  a  red  lamp  at  night,  for  the 
purpose  of  stopping  any  ^  ordinary  '*  train  to  set  down  or  take  up 
passengers';  and  whenever  such  signal  shall  be  visible  in  reason- 
able time  for  the  purpose,  the  company  shall  cause  any  such 
ordinary  trains  to  stop  at  such  point,  and  shall  take  up  and  set 
down  passengers  accordingly." 

The  40th  section  provided  that  the  tolls  charged  upon  the  line 
should  not  exceed  per  mile  2\d.  for  each  first-class  passenger,  \\d. 
for  each  second-class,  and  Id.  for  each  third-class  passenger. 

2i8f  2  2 
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y.-0.  H.        The  42nd  section  was  as  follows : — **  The  restriction  as  to  the 

1874       charges  to  be  made  shall  not  extend  to  any  special  train  that  may 

TuBNEB      be  required  to  ran  upon  the  railway,  but  shall  apply  only  to  the 

London  and  o'^i'^^^ry  and  express  trains  appointed  from  time  to  time  by  the 

South-      company  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers  and  goods  upon  the 

BAiLWATCk).  railway. 

The  45th  section  was  briefly  as  follows: — **The  SotUh^Westem 
Company  from  time  to  time  may  make  all  such  contracts  and 
arrangements  as  they  think  fit  with  respect  to  the  user  and  working 
of  the  railway,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  Soutk-Westem,  and  such 
working  contracts  and  arrangements  respectively  may  be  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  whatsoever  with  respect  to  the  providing  by 
that  company  of  engines  and  carriages,  plant,  stock,  and  servants  for 
such  working  of  the  railway  or  any  part  thereof,  and  with  respect 
to  the  conduct  and  regulation  of  the  traffic  on  the  railway  or  any 
part  thereof  respectively,  and  with  respect  to  the  fixing,  collection, 
division,  apportionment,  and  application  of  the  tolls,  rates,  and 
charges  to  be  demanded  and  taken  for  such  traffic  or  any  part 
thereof,  and  with  respect  to  the  compensation  to  be  made  by  either 
of  the  companies  (the  South-Wedern  and  the  Ringwood,  CkrUi- 
churchy  and  Bournemouth)  to  the  other  of  them,  for  such  purposes 
or  any  of  them ;  and  with  respect  to  any  other  matter  in  connec- 
tion with  such  working  as  those  two  companies  shall  mutually 
agree  on." 

The  railway  was  accordingly  constructed,  and  the  land,  twenty- 
two  acres,  purchased  for  £498  16«.  6d.,  and  the  railway  opened  for 
traffic.  From  the  opening  in  March,  1870,  the  line  Vas  worked 
by  the  SotdhrWestem  BaUway  Company ^  under  agreements. 

On  the  25th  of  June,  1863,  the  grandfather  of  the  Plaintiff 
purchased  Avon  Cottage  and  the  adjacent  land  from  Lord  Malmei' 
hury  for  £14,300,  and  his  interest  was  now  represented  by  the 
Plaintiff; 

By  the  Bingwood,  ChrtBtchwreh,  and  Bournemouth  BaUway  JSv- 
tension  Act,  the  company  were  authorized  to  extend  the  line  to  a 
point  in  the  parish  of  Holdenhwrst^  which,  by  sect.  19,  was  to  be 
deemed  a  part  of  the  undertaking.  By  sect.  20,  the  provisions  in 
the  Bingicood  Act,  from  45  to  49  inclusive,  as  to  the  working,  were 
to  extend  to  the  extension.    By  an  agreement  dated  the  10th  of 
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February,  1870,  between  the  companies,  a  perpetnal  lease  of  the     V.-a  H. 
line  was  to  be  made  to  the  SotUh^Westemf  bat  all  past  liabilities       1874 
were  to  remain  in  force.  I^obnbr 

Up  to  March,  1872,  the  Plaintiff  exercised  his  right  as  to  the  j^  *• 
trains  mnning  both  ways  upon  the  line,  but  in  that  month  the  South-  South- 
JVesiem  Railway  Company  added  a  down  train  which  left  Bing-  BailwayCo. 
tuood  Junction  at  6.16  p.m.,  subsequently  altered  to  5  p.m.,  and  which 
reached  Boumemouih  at  6.44  p.m.,  and  subsequently  at  5.30  p.m. 
They  also  added  an  up-train  appointed  to  leave  Bournemouth  at 
10.10  A.M.,  subsequently  altered  to  10.15  a.m.,  and  again  altered 
to  11.5  A.M.,  which  was  appointed  to  reach  Christehureh  at  10.18 
A.M.,  subsequently  to  10.23  A.M.,  and  afterwards  to  1 1.14  A.M.,  and 
to  reach  Bingwood  Junction  at  10.38,  subsequently  altered  to 
10.42  and  11.33.  These  trains  the  Defendants,  the  South-Western 
Bailway  Company,  refused  to  allow  to  be  stopped,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  not  **  ordinary "  trains  within  the  meaning  of  the 
27th  section  of  the  Act.  A  correspondence  ensued  between  the 
solicitors  of  the  Plaintiff  and  the  company,  which  resulted  in 
nothing ;  and  the  Plaintiff  on  the  30th  of  August,  1872,  filed  this 
bill,  which  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  stop  by  signal,  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  27th  section  of 
the  Act,  these  said  trains,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
company  from  refusing  to  stop  these  trains  as  agreed  on.  In  their 
answer  the  company  alleged  that  they  had  directed  their  manager, 
Mr.  Seott,  to  organize  a  fast  train  daily  between  Bishopstoke  and 
Boumemouih  from  the  Ist  of  March,  1872,  and  in  the  summer  a 
fast  train  between  Weymouth  and  Dorchester;  that  in  pursuance 
of  these  directions,  Mr.  Seott  arranged  these  trains  which  occu- 
pied about  twenty  minutes  less  between  Bishopstoke  and  Bingwood 
Junetion,  and  seven  minutes  less  between  Bingwood  Junction 
and  Boumemouih  than  the  quickest  ordinary  train  between  those 
places ;  that  subsequently  to  March,  1872,  it  was  found  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  suit  the  traffic  arrangements,  to  make  alterations 
in  the  times  of  the  trains,  whereby  the  up  fast  train  from  Bourne- 
movi(h  was  further  quickened  by  five  minutes ;  that  the  trains 
with  their  engines  and  carriages  ran  direct  through  to  and  from 
Bishopstoke  and  Bournemouth^  and  were  in  connection  **  with  the 
fast  or  express  trains  between  Bishopstoke  and  London.'*    The 


564  EQUITY  OASEa  [L.  B. 

V.-O.  H.     company  in  their  answer  further  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  bad  the 

1874       full  benefit  of  the  same  number  of  ordinary  trains  as  he  always  had 

TcBKEB      previously  to  the  running  of  the  said  express  trains.   That  the  said 

London  and  ^*®*  trains  differed  from  ordinary  trains  in  this  respect,  that  horses 

South-      and  carriages  were  not  conveyed  by  them,  and  that  they  ran  through 

Railway  Co.  the  whole  distance  with  the  same  engines  and  carriages,  which 

ordinary  trains  did  not    The  company  further  alleged  that  the 

fares  charged  were  the  maximum.    They  also  alleged  that  to  stop 

the  train  as  the  Plaintiff  sought  to  compel  them  to  do  would 

practically  render  it  impossible  to  run  any  express  trains  along 

the  line. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  and  F.  0.  HayneSy  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

It  is  admitted  that  the  Plaintiff^  as  the  owner  of  Avon  Cottage^  is 
entitled  to  stop  all  ordinary  trains  at  the  Lodge  by  signal,  and 
until  1872  the  right  has  been  exercised,  but  the  Defendants  now 
contend  that  the  trains  in  question  are  not  ordinary  trains  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act ;  but  if  not  ordinary  trains  what  are  they  ? 
Certainly  not  special  trains,  which  words  have  a  definite  and  well- 
understood  signification.  Neither  are  they  express  trains,  which 
also  have  a  well-defined  meaning  and  a  characteristic  also  well 
known — that  higher  fares  are  charged  for  them.  The  trains  in 
question  wanted  this  characteristic,  for  the  fares  chained  for  them 
were  at  the  ordinary  rate.  Then  the  Defendants  relied  on  the 
title  given  to  these  trains  ;  but  that  is  a  matter  of  indifference, 
even  were  the  argument  well  founded  in  fact*  But  in  the  time 
tables  many  of  the  trains  described  under  the  headings  as  fast 
trains  were  really  ordinary  trains.  In  the  tables  for  March,  1872, 
the  trains  in  question  were  described  in  one  of  the  two  columns^  in 
which  the  words,  **  Southampton^  Stokes  Bay,  Bishopstoke^Bn^  Wey- 
mouth Fast  Trains "  occur  exactly  as  they  were  in  the  tables  for 
the  previous  month.  But  eyen  were  it  otherwise,  what  the  Coort 
must  look  at  is  whether  these  trains  differ  in  fact  from  the  ordinary 
trains  of  the  company,  and  not  at  the  name  which  the  Defendants 
were  pleased  to  give  them.  The  40th  and  41st  sections  mention 
special  trains  and  express  trains,  and  if  these  additional  trains  are 
neither,  which  they  certainly  are  XK>t^  they  must  be  ordinary 
trains. 
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Mr.  Chreene^  Q.C.;  and  Mr.  Everitt,  for  the  Defendants : —  V.-o  u. 

The  Plaintiff  has  all  the  accommodation  he  has  eyer  had  on  the        ^^^ 
railway.     It  is  he,  therefore,  that  is  demanding  more,  and  not  the     Tubneb 
company  affording  less.  Lohdon  jun> 

In  March,  1872,  the  company,  in  conseqaence  of  a  requisition  ^^J^ 
made  to  them,  placed  these  additional  trains  on  the  line  so  as  to  Railway  Co. 
effect  a  saving  over  the  short  line  of  abont  five  minutes  one  way, 
and  four  the  other.  These  trains  were  put  on  for  the  purpose  of 
affording  a  special  service  between  Bingwood  and  BtmrnevoMd'h^ 
and  vice  versa,  in  connection  with  fast  and  express  trains  of  the 
main  line  service  of  the  London  omd  SouthrWestem  BaUway  Com* 
pany  between  SishopstoJce  and  London,  whereby  a  considerable 
saving  was  effected,  not  merely  in  the  journey  between  Bournemouth 
and  Bingwood,  and  vice  versa,  but  in  the  journey  between  London 
and  BoumemotUh,  and  vice  versa.  It  is  quite  clear^  therefore,  they 
are  not  **  ordinary  trains,"  but  trains  introduced  for  a  special  object. 
It  is  quit^  immaterial  how  they  were  entitled  or  at  what  rate  of 
charge  the  fares  were  issued.  As  a  matter  of  fact  all  the  fares 
charged  on  the  South-Western  Bailway  are  at  a  maximum  rate. 

The  Yioe-Chancellor  reserved  his  judgment,  but  before  it  was 
delivered  the  Plaintiff  died,  and  the  case  stood  over  till  the  17th 
of  February,  when  the  Yice-Chancellor  delivered  judgment. 

Sib  Chables  Hall,  V.C.  : — 

The  Plaintiff  having  died  since  the  conclusion  of  the  argument 
I  desire,  before  proceeding  to  deliver  judgment,  to  state  that  it 
appears  to  me,  upon  consideration  and  an  examination  into  autho- 
rities, as  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  find  any,  and  with  the 
valuable  aid  that  I  have  received  from  the  Begistrars,  who  have 
inquired  into  the  matter,  and  also  from  the  search  made  by 
Mr.  Cecil  BusseO,  who  has  been  good  enoQgh  to  search  the  register, 
that  I  am  able  to  deliver  judgment,  and  to  direct  that  the  judg* 
nient  shall  be  entered  as  of  the  date  when  the  argument  concluded 
upon  the  case.  As  the  point  is  one  of  some  general  importance 
I  may  observe  that  the  cases  which  have  led  me  to  this  conclusion 
are  CoRinson  v.  Lister  (1),  and  Troup  v.  Troup  (2). 

(1)  20  Beav.  355.  (2)  16  W.  R,  673. 
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y.-O.  H.  In  Cottinson  y.  LMer  (1)  the  suit  became  abated  between  the 

1874  beariiig  and  the  deliyeiy  of  the  judgment.  Mr.  Prior  suggested  that 

iji^^^  under  such  circumstances  the  decree  could  not  be  drawn  up,  it 

**  haying  been  made  pending  the  abatement.    The  Master  of  the 

JjOndoit  and  

SorTH-  Bolls  said,  ''I  am  satisfied  that  this  presents  no  difiSculty.  The 
Railway  Co.  point  is  settled  by  Gumher  y.  Wane  (2),  where  other  cases  are 
referred  to  in  a  note."  As  reported  there,  all  that  bears  (m  the 
present  question  is  this  passage :  **  There  it  was  alleged  that  since 
the  time  which  the  Court  took  to  advise,  the  Defendant  in  error 
was  dead ;  and  therefore  they  prayed  that  they  might  enter  the 
judgment  nvno  pro  tune,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  JBaOer  t. 
Delander  (3),  which  was  ordered  accordingly." 

In  OMttjfe  ArehbM'e  Practice,  Queen's  Bench  (4),  the  rale  at 
law  is  stated  thus :  ^  The  Court  will  in  general  permit  a  jadgmeat 
to  be  entered  nune  pro  tune^  where  the  signing  of  it  has  been  de- 
layed by  the  act  of  the  Court.  Therefore,  if  a  party  die  after  a 
special  yerdict,  or  after  a  special  case  has  been  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  or  after  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  or 
for  a  new  trial,  or  after  a  demurrer  set  down  for  argum^t, 
and  pending  the  time  taken  for  argument,  or  whilst  the  Court 
are  considering  their  judgment,  the  Court  will  allow  judgment  to  be 
entered  up  after  the  death  ntme  pro  time  in  order  that  a  party  may 
not  be  prejudiced  by  a  delay  arising  from  the  act  of  the  Court" 
Then  it  goes  on  to  explain  that  the  Court  will  not  do  it  where  the 
act  arises  from  the  neglect  of  the  party  himself  in  completing  the 
judgment.  I  need  not  refer  to  that.  In  support  of  this  general 
statement  of  the  law  seyeral  cases  are  referred  to,  some  of  them  of 
comparatiyely  modem  date.  The  rule  at  law  is  that  judgment  in 
certain  cases  may  be  entered  nune  pro  tune,  whateyer  that  may 
mean. 

What  is  stated  in  Troup  y.  Troup  (5)  is  as  follows:  **  The  case 
came  before  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  appeal,  and  was  elaborately 
argued  for  seyeral  days.  The  arguments  were  concluded  on  the  30th 
of  April,  1867,  but  judgment  was  reseryed.  On  the  2nd  of  Noyem- 
ber  the  Lord  Chancellor  gaye  judgment  nune  pro  tune,  so  that  the 

(1)  20  Bear.  355.  (4)  10th  Ed.  by  PrtnHoe,  1858,  ^ 

(2)  1  Str.  426.  1502 ;  12th  EkL  p.  1572. 
(8)  Trin.  1  Qea  in  B.  B. ;  not  re-         (5)  16  W.  B.  57S. 

ported  apparentlj. 
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order  bore  date  the  30th  of  April,  by  which  the  bill  was  dismissed 
against  Messrs.  Moreing  &  Eolgate  with  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the 
Taxing  Master."   So  that  it  is  expressly  stated  there  that  the  order     Tubxtsb 
was  dated  on  the  day  on  which  the  argument  was  concluded.   That  LoyDoir  akd 
is  what  is  meant  there  by  nwne  pro  tune.  Sucth- 

,  ,  "Western 

There  are  some  other  cases  in  which  the  judgments  have  been  Bailway  Uo. 
entered  nwne  pro  tune  in  this  Court,  but,  as  far  as  I  can  make  them 
out,  they  are  not  very  satisfactory  authorities  upon  the  point,  be- 
cause I  do  not  make  out  that  the  judgments  were  actually  ante- 
dated, and,  therefore,  nunc  pro  tune  in  this  Court  does  not  seem 
always  to  have  been  considered  as  equivalent  to,  or  the  same  thing 
as,  antedated,  and  that  is  what  I  felt  some  difiSculty  about.   There 
has  been  a  practice  in  this  Court,  which  dates  from  a  very  early 
period  indeed,  of  requiring  that  all  judgments,  decrees,  and  orders 
should  be  entered  within  certain  times — generally  twely^  months. 
There  is  a  very  old  order  (1)  to  that  effect,  which,  however,  is  not 
in  the  General  Orders,  but  has,  nevertheless,  been  acted  upon,  as  I 
collect,  since  those  orders ;  and  the  practice  has  been  to  obtain  in 
those  cases  where  the  decree  or  order  has  not  been  entered  within 
twelve  months,  an  order  of  course  authorizing  the  entering  up,  as 
they  call  it,  nunc  pro  tunc.    The  practice  apparently  is  this :  The 
books  in  which  decrees  and  orders  are  entered  are  sent  away 
every  twelve  months  from  the  ordinary  office,  where  they  would 
be  entered,  and  go  into  other  custody,  and  getting  into  other  cus- 
tody you  have  to  go  to  somebody  else  to  get  the  books  to  make 
the  entry.    Under  the  order  of  courise  you  get  the  books  back 
again  and  then  make  the  entry.    There  you  enter  it  nunc  pro 
ttme,  but  so  entering  it,  it  is  not  antedated,  so  far  as  I  collect, 
and,  therefore,  the  entry  mmo  pro  tunc  in  this  Court  is  an  am- 


(1)  The  following  note  upon  this 
point  was  furnished  by  the  Registrar. 

4  Dec.  1691. 

Beam.  p.  290,  Beg.  Lib.  A.  1691, 
fo.  165  :— 

**  All  Orders,  Bales,  and  Process  of 
Hichaelmas  and  Hilary  Terms  or  Yaca* 
tions  to  be  entered  before  the  follow- 
ing Michaelmas  Term.  And  those  of 
Baster  and  Trinity  Terms  and  Vaca- 
tions before  the  following  Easter  Term, 


and  not  to  be  entered  without  a  special 
Order  of  the  Court." 

The  Order  to  enter  nunc  pro  tune 
is  obtained  from  the  Secretary's  office 
at  the  Bolls.  The  Order  directed  to 
be  entered  is  placed  in  the  old  book 
under  date,  thus  an  Order  dated  in 
1869  would  be  entered  in  lib.  1869 
with  a  note  in  the  margin. 

**  Entered  p.        Order,  dated 
day  of 
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Y.-O.  H.  biguous  expression.     In  Troup  y.  Troup  the  order  was  actually 

1874  antedated ;  there  is  no  doubt  about  that  £act.    As  to  OoUinson  ▼. 

r£i^^,^  Lider,  1  have  been  furnished  with  an  extract  from  the  Begistrar's 

••  book  of  the  day.    Mr,  Wood  was  the  Ben:i8trar.  a  very  experienced 

LOKDON  AND  ^  O  '  J  r 

South-  officer,  and  he  seems  to  have  made  an  express  note  in  his  book 
Railway  Co.  that  the  decree  was  to  be  dated  on  the  15th  of  February,  1855  (1). 
Again,  there  is  in  the  margin ;  "  N.B. — The  decree  to  be  dated 
that  day,  although  the  judgment  given  on  this,  a  party  having 
died  in  the  intermediate  time."  Therefore  this  matter  was  mani- 
festly considered  by  the  Court  and  determined  deliberately.  In 
the  other  cases  the  orders  may  have  been  made  nunc  pro  tune 
without  defining  exactly  what  that  meant.  But  there  being  those 
two  authorities  on  the  subject,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  collect,  the 
practice  at  common  law  having  been  such  as  I  have  stated, 
although  I  have  not  got  the  records  to  see  that  the  orders  were 

The  Master  of  the  (1)  Copy  entry  in  Mr.  Registrar  Wboda*  Minute  Book  for  Easter  Term,  1855,  p.  18. 
Roikat  the  Roite.  Thureday,  the  19th  of  April,  1855. 

caUituon  Judgment.    Cause  beard  on  the  15th  day  of  February,  1855. 

V. 

lAsUr,  Mr.  BedwtWs  book. 

Becnsetobedated     N.B. — The  decree  to  be  dated  that  day,  although  judgment  given  on  tbi%a 
8M  Mr.'  ]^vea**  P^^  having  died  in  the  intermediate  time, 
whenoftuee     ^'       Mr.  RoupeU  for  Plaintiff. 

flnaUjr  heard. 

Drawn  25/4/55.        ^'  -^<^*^'»  *°^  ^r.  Bchson^  for  Francis  Lister. 

for  Defendants,  the  company. 

PftMed  10/5/56.        Mr.  jR.  Palmer,  and  Mr.  Prior,  for  the  Defendants,  James  Meek^  7%omat  PrieSj 
and  Bobert  Williamson* 

Mr.  AmphUtt,  for  Plaintiff. 

The  Plaintiff  Probate  of  the  will  Hannah  Eardesty  granted  to  Francis  Lister  25th  of  June, 

having  died  ninoe  i  o  e  i 
thecaoeewas         ADOl. 

to  b^d't^'^T^*       Car.  decree  for  the  usual  accounts  and  inquiries  as  to  the  personal  estate, 
day  on  which  the      No  allowance  to  be  made  to  the  Defendant  Lister^  the  executor^  for  the  advance 
5Sr»  Fe^**"**  of  £300  and  £1300  made  by  him. 
See  cfumber  r.         The  testatrix*8  estate  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  either  of  those  two  sums. 

Warn  (SmUk*M 
leading  Ou.  vol. 
1.  pp.  aoi-^14, 
2nded.) 

Jodgmententered  ^t  the  Defendants,  the  banking  company,  on  the  la^t  seal  after  Trinity  Term, 
nunc  pro  tune,  ^j  ^^^  ^g  l^nt  to  the  credit  of  this  cause  the  sum  of  £1100,  with  interest,  at 
This  afterward     the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  from  the  time  of  receipt  to  the  time  of  payment  into 

directed  by  the      r>,     _s. 
O'nrt  to  be  UOUft. 

omitted.  fjijjQ  Defendants,  the  company,  to  pay  the  Plaintiff's  costs  up  to  this  time. 

The  subsequent  costs  to  abide  the  usual  course  of  costs  in  administration  suits 
Reserve  further  consideration. 
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antedated  in  those  cases,  still  I  do  not  apprehend,  or  have  any     Y.-0.  H. 
reason  to  know,  that  there  are  any  such  rules  as  I  have  referred  to       1874 
as  existing  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  entering  ntme  pro  tunc     tubneb 
in  certain  cases ;  and  seeing  the  reason  given  in  books  of  practice  -^   ^* 
for  the  rule,  it  seems  to  me  it  must  be  the  practice  at  law  in      South- 
some  way  or  other  to  eflTect  that  object  by  making  those  orders,  Railway  Co. 
whether  they  actually  antedated   them,  or  whether   they  con-        ^"" 
sidered  them  when  entered  as  ntme  pro  time  in  some  particular 
form  as  equivalent  to  it,  is  unimportant.    Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
object  is  to  put  the  party  on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  Plaintiff  or 
Defendant,  exactly  in  the  same  position  as  if  judgment  had  not 
been  delayed  by  the  Court.    Therefore  I  shall  order  this  judgment 
to  be  entered  as  of  the  day  when  the  argument  terminated,  and 
that  will  avoid  all  difficulty.     I  may  add  that  upon  consideration 
I  cannot  think  that  any  injustice  can  accrue  to  anybody  else  in 
doing  that,  either  as  between  different  judgment  creditors  or 
persons  having  the  benefit  of  judgments  in  the  present  state  of  the 
law.     Perhaps   formerly  there  might   have  been  a  difference, 
but  I  do  not  apprehend  there  can  now  be  any  difference,  because 
although  the  judgment  will  be  antedated,  of  course  you  cannot 
have  the  benefit  of  a  registered  judgment  until  it  is  actually 
registered.     Therefore  there  is  apparently  no  benefit  or  loss  to 
accrue  to  any  body  by  the  course  being  taken  of  antedating  the 
judgment.   I  will  now  proceed  to  give  judgment  upon  the  case  (1). 


(1)  The  following  note  was  fumisbed 
by  the  Registrar,  Mr.  Bogere : — 

Cases  of  abatement  between  hearing 
and  judgment. 

In  Cumber  v.  Wane  (1  Str.  426), 
judgment  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  where 
Defendant  died  during  a  cur,  adv,  vult. 

In  Daviee  v.  Davies  (9  Yes.  461),  held 
by  Lord  Eldon^  on  the  21st  of  March, 
1804,  that  death  of  one  of  the  Defen- 
(lants  does  not  necessarily  prevent  judg- 
ment. The  cause  was  heard  (see  Reg. 
Lib.  1803,  A,  668),  on  the  26th  of 
July,  1802,  judgment  given  on  the 
12th  of  May,  1804 ;  which  was  dat« 
of  decree. 

In  Belsham  v.  Percival  (8   Hare, 


157),  where  the  hearing  was  completed 
on  the  24th  of  June^  1847,  it  was  held 
by  Yice-Chancellor  Knight  JBruce,  that 
the  death  of  a  Defendant  in  the  interval 
between  the  hearing  of  the  cause  and 
the  judgment  does  not  render  a  bill  of 
revivor  necessary  prior  to  drawing  up 
the  decree.  Under  the  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  a  separate 
decree  dismissing  the  bill  against  the 
Defendant  was  directed  to  be  drawn 
np,  and  on  referring  to  the  entry  in  the 
Reg.  Lib.  1846,  A.  2355,  it  appears 
that  the  decree  is  dated  the  4th  of 
November,  1847,  and  expressed  to  be 
made  by  V ice-Chancellor  Wtgram,aiid 
entitled  Bdsham  y.  HarrUon^  and  was 
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V.^.  H.  By  the  Ringwood^  Chriatehureh,  and  Bournemouth  BaSway  Ad, 

1874  1859,  the  company  were  empowered  to  construct  a  railway  firom 

TuBNEB  Ringwood  to  Bournemouth^  the  railway  to  join  the  London  arA 

LoNDoirAKD  South-Westem  Railway  at  Ringwood.     The  27th  section  of  the 

South-  Act  was  as  follows : — [The  Vice-Chancellor  read  the  section  riTen 

WlSTKRX  mi  1  1  . 

Bailwai  Co.  aboYC.]  The  only  other  sections  necessary  for  me  paiticDlarlj 
to  refer  to  are  the  40th  and  42nd.  [The  Vice-Chancellor  also 
read  these  sections,  given  above.]  The  Act,  sect.  45,  provided 
for  the  line  being  worked  by  the  London  and  South-  Western  Bail- 
way  Company y  if  the  two  companies  should  come  to  an  agreement 
for  that  purpose,  which  they  did  accordingly.  The  railway  has 
always  been  worked  by  the  South-  Western  Company  in  connection 
with  the  main  line. 

The  Plaintiff  is  the  owner  and  occupier  of  Avon  Cottage,  and  as 
such  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  27th  section  of  the  Act,  and 
the  question  raised  and  to  be  determined  in  this  suit  is,  whether 
certain  additional  trains  which  commenced  running  on  the  branch 
line  in  March,  1873,  are  or  are  not  ordinary  trains  within  the 
meaning  of  that  section. 

The  branch  line  is  about  twelye  miles  in  length,  and  has  Uo 
stations  between  Ringwood  and  Bournemouth,  viz.  Heme  and 
ChristehurcK    From  the  time  of  the  opening  of  the  line  in  March, 


entered  nunc  pro  tunc  by  order  dated 
the  28th  of  February,  1851. 

In  CcUinson  v.  Litter  (20  Beav.  355) 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  (^Romxlly)  held 
that  aQ  abatement  after  hearing  does 
not  prevent  judgment  being  delivered 
or  the  decree  being  drawn  up,  and  His 
Honour  expressed  his  opinion  that  the 
point  is  settled  by  the  case  of  CuTnher 
V.  Wane  (1  Str.  426).  On  referring  to 
the  entry  in  the  Registrar's  minute 
book  of  Registrar  Wood,  of  the  19th  of 
April,  1855,  p.  17,  where  the  case  was 
mentioned,  it  appears  that  the  abate* 
ment  was  caused  by  the  death  of  the 
Plaintiff,  and  the  decree  was  directed 
to  bear  date  the  day  on  which  the 
cause  was  heard,  and  Cumber  y.  Wane 
{Smith'i  L.  0.  vol  i.  p.  301^14)  is  re- 


ferred to,  and  on  referring  to  the  entrrof 
the  order  in  Reg.  Lib.  154,  A.  p.  791,  it 
apx)ears  that  the  decree  which  directed 
accounts  to  be  taken  and  pajment  by 
the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff  of  his 
costs  of  suit  up  to  decree,  is  dated  the 
15th  of  February,  1855. 

In  Preston  v.  Merry  (M .  R.  20tli 
November,  1839,  B.  841),  it  is  stated 
in  Seton,  p.  1139,  that  the  suit  abat»l 
between  the  hearing  and  tiie  judg- 
ment, and  on  referring  to  the  enirr 
of  the  order  it  appears  that  the  decree 
is  dated  the  20th  of  November,  1^> 
being  the  day  judgment  was  gi^^ 
Cause  stated  to  have  been  heard  on  tfae 
27th  and  28th  of  February,  and  the 
Ist^  2nd,  and  4th  March,  1839. 
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1870,  until  March,  1873,  there  were  six  trains  a  day  from  Binff-     V.-G.H. 
iffood  to  BoumemotUh^  and  five  trains  a  day  from  Bournemouth  to       1S74 
Binffwood.    In  the  time  tables  of  the  London  and  South-Western     xi^mks 
Baitvoay  Company  for  February,  1872,  page  10,  two  of  these  trains  -      *• 
are  mentioned  as  being  **  Southampton^  Stokes  Bay^  Bowmemouth^      South- 
and  Weymouth  Fast  Trains."  All  these  trains  have  been  treated  as  Railway  Ck>. 
ordinary  trains  coming  within  the  27th  section,  and  the  Plaintiff 
has  accordingly  had  as  to  them  the  benefit  of  that  section. 

In  March,  1872,  the  London  and  SouthrWestem  BaUway  Ctom- 
fany  added  two  additional  trains  each  way ;  one  of  these  trains 
was  a  train  leaying  Bingwood  Juneiion  at  6.16  p.m.,  reaching 
BoumemoiUh  at  6.44  p.m.,  afterwards  changed  to  5  p.m.  and  5.30  p.m. 
The  other  of  these  trains  was  a  train  leaving  Bournemouth  at 
10.10  a.m.  and  arriving  at  Bingwood  at  or  shortly  before  10.38  a.m. 
The  time  of  starting  of  this  train  was  subsequently  altered  to 
10.15  AM.  and  afterwards  to  11.5  a.m.  and  the  time  of  arrival  to 
10.42  A.H.  afterwards  to  11.33  a.m.  These  two  trains  are  the 
trains  as  to  which  the  controversy  has  arisen.  These  trains  do  not 
run  from  Bingwood  to  BoumemmUh,  and  from  Bournemouth  to 
Bingwood  without  stopping.  They  do  stop  at  Christehureh,  but 
they  do  not  stop  at  Heme.  They  go  quicker  than  the  other  trains 
above-mentioned,  there  being  a  saving  of  about  five  minutes  one 
way  and  four  minutes  the  other  way;  not  an  inconsiderable 
shortening  of  the  time  taken  by  the  other  trains,  such  time  not 
much  exceeding  half  an  hour.  The  Defendants  say  that  they  have 
not  considered  and  do  not  consider  these  trains  as  being  ordinary 
trains.  They  say,  and  Mr.  Scott  the  traffic  manager  of  the  London 
and  South-Western  BaUway  Compa/ny  proves,  that  they  were  added 
in  compliance  with  memorials  addressed  to  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  company  requesting  them  to  supply  a  special  and  express 
service  between  Bingwoi)d  and  Boumem4mth^  and  Bournemouth 
and  Bingwood,  running  in  connection  with  fast  and  express  trains 
of  the  main  line  service  of  the  London  and  SouthrWestem  BaUway 
Company  between  Bishopstoke  and  London^  and  that  there  is  a 
considerable  saving  of  time  by  reason  of  the  addition  of  the  trains 
in  question,  not  merely  in  the  journey  between  Bowmemouih  and 
Bingwood  and  vies,  versa,  but  in  the  journey  from  and  to  London, 
and  to  and  from  Bournemouth.  Upon  this  state  of  fiicts,  the  question 
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Y.-G.  H.     being,  are  those  two  trains  ordinary  trains,  the  answer^  if  given  br 
1874 .      a  person  not  a  lawyer,  would,  I  cannot  doubt,  be,  *'  they  are  not" 

XuBKEB     '^^^  answer,  if  expanded,  would,  I  think,  be  something  to  this 
London  and  ^^®^*  •  ^®  trains  in  question  are  trains  having  a  special  object 

Sop™-  and  purpose,  and  are  not  trains  for  the  ordinary  traffic  and  par- 
Bailwat  Go.  poses  of  the  branch  line,  and  are  not  what  are  commonly  or  pro- 
perly  understood  to  be  ordinary  trains,  particularly  considering 
that  they  are  substantially  faster  than  the  other  trains ;  that  the? 
only  stop  at  one  of  the  two  stations ;  that  they  hare  been  put  on 
to  meet  and  be  in  connection  with  fast  trains  on  the  main  line, 
and  that  they  materially  shorten  the  through  journeys.  The  same 
answer  must,  I  think,  be  my  answer  if  the  case  be  considered  in 
reference  to  the  application  to  this  question  of  the  27th  section  of 
the  Act.  Unless  indeed  there  be  anything  in  other  parts  of  the 
Act,  or  for  any  other  reasons  which  can  properly  be  had  regard  to, 
the  words  ''ordinary  trains"  in  that  section  should  receive  an 
interpretation  in  aid  of  the  construction,  that  the  trains  are 
ordinary  trains.  The  Plaintiff's  counsel  referred  to  and  minntelj 
examined  the  company's  time-tables,  pointing  out  that  trains 
described  in  the  headings,  or  in  other  parts  of  the  tables  as  ^fast 
trains,"  were  ordinary  trains ;  that  the  heading  of  the  tables  men- 
tions express  trains  and  fast  trains ;  and  particularly  relied  on  this, 
that  in  the  time-table  for  March,  1872,  the  additional  trains  are 
introduced  in  one  of  the  two  columns  in  which  the  words  *' South- 
ampton, Stakes  Bay,  Bishopatoke,  and  Weymouth  Fast  Train"  occnr; 
and  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  the  mere  insertion  in  that 
table  of  a  new  description  of  the  additional  trains  shews  that  ther 
are  the  same  description  of  trains  as  those  which  the  Plamtiff  has 
been  treated  as  entitled  to  the  benefit  of.  I  do  not  think  the 
March  time-table  can  be  treated  as  containing  either  description  or 
admission  on  the  Defendants'  part  that  the  additional  trains  were 
and  are  ordinary  trains.  There  would  be  a  difficulty  in  framing 
the  table  so  as  to  contain  an  accurate  description  of  the  character  of 
the  trains,  and  particularly  so  in  making  the  descriptions  throngh- 
out  the  whole  journey  of  each  train  ^ourate ;  and  I  may  obeerre 
that  the  words,  **  Southampton,  Stokes  Bay,  Bowmemwdk,  and 
Weymovih  Fast  Train,"  were  not  inaccurate  as  applied  io  the  new 
trains,  although  those  trains  were  faster  than  the  trains  to  which 
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they  were  preyionsly,  and,  indeed,  still  remained  applicable,  they     V.-O.  H. 
referring  to  and  comprising  as  well  original  trains  as  the  additional        1874 
trains.     The  heading  "  Express  Train,"  had  reference,  and  I  think     tubneb 
only  a  reference,  to  a  particular  train  running  in  competition  with  j^^fj^^  ^^^ 
an  express  train  to  the  west  of  England  on  the  Chreat  Western      South- 
Bailtpay.    Beference  was  also  made  by  the  PlaintifiTs  counsel  to  Railway  Co. 
the  table  of  fares,  which  only  mention  express  and  ordinary,  bnt 
when  it  is  considered  that  the  company  could  and  do  charge  the 
maximum  authorized  by  their  Act  for  passengers  by  all  trains, 
excepting  trains  running  in  competition  with  the  Cheat  Western 
BaUway  express  train,  I  do  not  think  this  table  afiects  the  con- 
struction of  the  27th  section. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  40th  and  42nd  sections  of  the  Act.  It 
has  been  contended  for  the  Plaintiff  that  these  sections  only  mention 
special  trains,  ordinary  trains,  and  express  trains;  that  they  must  have 
been  meant  to  provide  for  and  embrace  every  description  of  train ; 
tliat  the  two  additional  trains  are  neither  special  nor  express  trains, 
and  therefore  that  they  must  be  ordinary  trains.  It  appears  to  me 
unnecessary  to  determine  whether  the  two  trains  do  or  do  not 
come  under  the  description  of  express  trains,  as  mentioned  in  the 
42nd  section,  for,  assuming  that  they  do  not,  I  do  not  think  that 
they  necessarily  are  ordinary  trains,  as  there  mentioned ;  or  that  if 
they  are,  that  they  must  therefore  be  ordinary  trains  within  the 
meaning  of  the  27th  section.  The  40th  section  prescribes  the 
maximum  of  charge  for  passengers,  which  the  42nd  section  says  is 
to  apply  only  to  ordinary  and  express  trains,  and  not  to  special 
trains.  If  there  be  read  into  the  40th  section  of  the  Act,  after  the 
word  passengers,  the  words,  *^  by  ordinary  and  express  trains,"  not 
iucluding  passengers  by  special  trains,  it  might  be  open  to  contend 
that  sect  40  left  some  passengers  unprovided  for.  I  do  not 
express  an  opinion  as  to  this,  or  even  say  that  such  reading  of  the 
40th  section  as  I  have  mentioned  is  the  correct  one  ;  but  I  have 
said  what  I  have  said  as  shewing,  or  tending  to  shew,  that  it  is,  as  I 
tliink,  unsafe  to  rely  upon  the  argument  addressed  to  me  founded 
upon  sects.  40  and  42.  Independently  of  this,  I  think  it  might 
well  be  held  that  a  particular  train  was  an  ordinary  train  for  the 
purpose  of  the  42nd  section,  that  section  being  meant  to  comprise 
all  trains^  but  not  an  ordinary  train  for  the  purpose  of  the  27th 
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y.-o.  H.     section,  that  section  conferring  a  special  and  private  right  creating 

1874        a  burden  upon  a  public  highway,  and  restraining  the  ordinary 

TuBNiB      rights  of  the  directors  and  managers  of  such  highway  to  regulate 

London  and  *^®  trains  and  traflBc  so  as  best  to  accommodate  the  public    I 
South-      think  the  27th  section  should  not  be  construed  to  embrace  any 

Bailwat  Ck).  train  not  coming  clearly  within  its  terms,  and  that  such  section 
should  be  interpreted  in  conformity  with  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
proper  and  natural  meaning  of  the  words  used,  there  not  being,  as 
I  consider,  clear  words  rendering  another  construction  necessary. 
•  I  have  not  observed  upon  the  mode  in  which  the  Defendants 
haye  described  the  trains  in  question  since  the  dispute  has  arisen. 
The  Defendants  could  not,  by  giving  the  trains  names  excluding 
them  in  terms  from  being  ordinary  trains,  make  them  not  ordinary 
trains  if  they  were  so  in  fact.  Nevertheless,  it  was  not  incorrect 
for  the  Defendants  to  give  them  names  so  excluding  them  if  such 
names  were  in  fact  accurate  descriptions.  However,  I  decide  this 
case  as  I  think  it  should  be  decided,  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Act  as  applied  to  the  actual  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case, 
without  taking  into  account  what  has  been  done  since  the  dispute 
arose.  On  the  whole,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  has  failed 
to  establish  his  case,  and  that  his  bill  must  be  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Plaintiff:  Messrs.  Lemon,  Chroves,  db  Lemcm. 
Solicitor  for  the  Defendants :  Mr.  Orombie. 
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Ex  parte  JACOBS.    In  re  CARTER.  C.  J.  B. 

Fi\K§i(»—Froqf  of  D^t-^Seeured  OredUar—ProduatuM  0/  SeourUy-'BiU  qf        J^ 
Exchange-^-Bankruptey  Act^  1869  (32  A  33  Ftc^  c.  71),  s,  16,  tuih$,  2,  <.  78—      March  2. 
BankmpUy  Bulesy  1870,  rr.  67,  72,  IZ^^Forms  0/ 1870,  -^b.  82.  

A  oeditor  who  holds  a  bill  of  exchange  as  security  cannot  prove  his  debt 
at  the  fint  meeting  of  creditors  without  producing  the  bilL 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Jadge  of  the  Bir- 
mingham  Connty  Court 

Bdbert  Carter ^  a  gold  chain  m^ket  at  Birminghamy  was  adjudi- 
cated a  bankrupt  The  first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held  on 
the  19th  of  January,  1874,  the  Registrar  of  the  Court  being  the 
chairman.  Among  the  proofis  tendered  at  this  meeting  was  one 
on  behalf  of  the  Worcester  Oity  and  Ccwnty  Banking  Company ^ 
Limited,  The  affidavit  for  proof  was  made  by  the  manager  of  the 
company,  and  it  stated  that  Carter  was  indebted  to  the  company 
in  the  sum  of  £2031  16s.  7d.,  for  and  in  consideration  of  money  lent 
and  advanced  to  him  by  the  company,  and  for  interest,  commission, 
discount,  and  other  bankers'  charges.  The  affidavit  further  stated 
that  the  company  had  no  security  for  the  debt  except  the  bills  of  ex- 
change and  promissory  notes  specified  in  the  schedule,  and  a  mort- 
gage upon  a  leasehold  house,  which  the  company  assessed  at  the 
value  of  £750.  The  schedule  specified  the  bills  and  promissory  notes 
in  the  way  prescribed  by  the  form  No.  32  of  the  Bankruptcy  Forms 
of  1870.  This  proof  was  objected  to  by  the  representative  of  some 
of  the  other  creditors,  on  the  ground  that  the  bills  and  notes  were 
not  produced.  The  chairman  overruled  the  objection.  The  ob- 
jecting creditors  appealed  to  the  Judge.  He  affirmed  the  chair- 
man's ruling,  and  ordered  the  proof  to  be  admitted.  The  objecting 
creditors  appealed. 

Mr.  be  OeXy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fifday  KnigJU,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  practice  under  the  former  Bankruptcy  Acts  was  always  that 
a  creditor,  who  held  a  bill  of  exchange  as  security,  could  not  prove 
his  debt  without  producing  the  bill.    So  it  is  stated  in  all  the  text 
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books :  Cookers  Bankrupt  Laws  (1) ;  Arehhold^s  Law  and  Prac- 
tice in  Bankruptcy  (2) ;  Griffiih  &  Hclmei  Bankruptcy  (3) ;  Et 
parte  Howwh  (4) ;  Eoi  parte  Petrie  (5).  Suppose  the  hank  had 
parted  with  the  bills,  and  the  real  holder  of  them  now  came  to 
prove,  what  answer  would  the  proof  of  the  bank  be  to  him  ?  [They 
were  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Mr.  Baxburgh,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Horton  Smiih^  for  the  bank : — 

The  form  of  *'  affidavit  for  proof  of  debt  with  or  without  secu- 
rity" (No.  32  of  the  Bankruptcy  Forms  of  1870)  requires  the 
particulars  of  the  security  to  be  set  out,  or  if  bills  are  held  they 
are  to  be  specified  in  the  schedule.  Nothing  is  said  about  produc- 
tion of  the  security.  This  form  differs  from  the  form  No.  55  under 
the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  in  this  respect,  that  to  the  form  No.  55 
is  appended  a  form  of  memorandum  to  be  made  upon  the  security 
by  the  Commissioner  before  whom  the  affidavit  is  sworn.  This  is 
omitted  from  form  32  under  the  Act  of  1869.  According  to 
sect.  16,  sub-sect.  2,  of  the  Act  of  18t)9,  a  creditor  cannot  Tote  at 
the  first  meeting,  unless  at  or  previously  to  the  meeting  he  has  ''in 
the  prescribed  manner  "  proved  his  debt.  The  way  in  which  the 
proof  is  to  be  made  is  prescribed  by  Bule  67  (6).  Was  it  intended 
that  valuable  securities  shoald  be  sent  through  the  post,  at  the 
risk  of  their  being  lost  ?  Then  Bule  72  provides  for  the  examina- 
tion of  every  proof  by  the  trustee  after  his  appointment,  and  gives 
him  power  either  to  reject  or  admit  it,  or  to  require  farther  en- 
dence  in  support  of  it.  And  Bule  134  (7)  prevents  two  petsons 
from  receiving  dividends  upon  the  same  bill  of  exchange.  The 
cases  cited  in  OrijffUh  &  Holmes'  Bankruptcy  (8)  as  authorities  for 


(1)  8th  Ed.  vol.  i.  p.  163. 

(2)  11th  Ed.  p.  194. 
(8)  Vol.  i.  p.  722. 

(4)  Buck,  390. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  3  Ch.  232. 

(6)  Bule  67.  **  A  creditor  may  prove 
his  deht  at  any  duly  summoned  meet- 
ing of  creditors,  or  at  any  time  before 
the  meeting,  by  delivering  or  sending 
through  the  post  in  a  prepaid  letter, 
before  the  appointment  of  a  creditor's 


trustee,  to  the  Begistrar  of  the  Court, 
and  after  the  appointment  of  a  cxe» 
ditor's  trustee,  to  such  trustee^  an  affi- 
davit  according  to  the  form  in  the 
schedule ''  (No.  32). 

(7)  Bule  134.  ''All  bUls  of  exchange 
or  other  negotiable  securities,  upon 
which  proof  has  been  made^  must  be 
exhibited  to  the  trustee  before  payment 
of  dividend." 

(8)  Vol.  i.  p.  648. 
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what  is  flaid  to  have  beea  the  old  practice  do  not  make  out  the 
proposition  which  is  there  stated. 

Sib  Jahes  Bacon,  CJ.  : — 

The  practice  in  bankruptcy  has  been  established  for  many  years, 
that  when  a  creditor  who  holds  a  bill  of  exchange  as  security 
comes  to  prove  his  debt  he  must  produce  the  bill.    That  practice 
is  as  much  part  of  the  law  now  as  it  ever  was'  for  sect.  78  of  the 
Act  of  1869  says,  that  the  old  practice  in  bankruptcy  is  still  to 
prevail,  so  far  as  the  new  rules  do  not  extend.    When  the  creditor 
comes  to  receive  a  dividend  he  must  again  produce  the  bills  of  ex- 
change which  he  holds.    That  is  because  they  may  have  been 
parted  with  between  the  proof  and  payment  of  dividend.    K  the 
old  practice  has  been  in  fact  relinquished  since  the  Act  of  1869 
was  passed,  that  must  be  corrected ;  the  reason  for  it  is  obvious. 
If  by  some  accident  a  creditor  was  unable  to  produce  his  security, 
of  course  the  Judge  would  have  a  discretion  in  the  matter.    That 
is  not  the  present  case.   The  bank  had  the  bills  in  their  posses- 
sion, and  there  is  no  shadow  of  a  reason  for  their  not  producing 
them.     The  appeal  must  be  allowed,  and  the  order  admitting  the 
proof  must  be  discharged.    I  make  no  order  as  to  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  WQhins^  Blyth,  &  Man- 
land,  agents  for  Mr.  Orawther  Davies,  Birmingham. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bank:  Messrs.  Fields  Boscoe,  dt  Co.,  agents  for 
Messrs.  Barlow  dt  Smith,  Birmingham^ 


0.  J.  B. 
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C.  J.  B.  Ex  parte  SOUTHAM.    In  re  SOUTH  AM. 

1874 

^->^  Bill  of  Sale—  Validity — De/eoMince  or  Condition — Begistration — Possemon^ 

^^  2.  ^^11^  ^  g^  ^^^  1^54  (27  ^  Ig  ^^^  ^  3^)^  ,^  2. 

A  bill  of  sale  of  furniture  was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  £250  a&d 
interest,  the  money  being  made  payable  on  demand.  In  default  of  payment 
on  demand  the  mortgagee  was  empowered  to  take  possession.  The  bill  of 
sale  was  registered  within  the  proper  time.  There  was  a  prior  parol  sgree- 
ment,  not  appearing  in  the  bill  of  sale,  that  the  debt  should  be  paid  off  by 
small  weekly  instalments.  The  mortgagor  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt^  bat 
before  the  adjudication  was  made  the  mortgagee  had  taken  possession :~ 

MM,  that  this  parol  agreement  amounted  to  a  defeasanoe  or  oondition 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  2  of  ^he  BUU  of  Sale  Act,  1854 ;  and  that,  as  Um 
agreement  was  not  registered,  the  bill  of  sale  was  void  as  against  the  trastoe 
under  the  bankruptcy. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Jndge  of  the  Manr 
ehesier  County  Court. 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1873,  T.  W.  Seulham,  a  commission  agent 
at  Manchester,  was  adjudicated  a  bankrapt  upon  a  petition  presented 
on  the  3rd  of  April.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  alleged  had  been 
committed  on  the  25th  of  March. 

In  the  year  1869  the  bankrupt  purchased  of  his  uncle,  Mr.  Edward 
Southaniy  some  household  furniture  for  £250.  He  was  nnaUe  to 
pay  the  price  at  once,  and  he  gave  his  uncle  a  bill  of  sale  of  the 
furniture  to  secure  the  price.  This  bill  of  sale  was  dated  the  14th 
of  August,  1 869,  and  was  expressed  to  be  made  between  the  bank- 
rupt of  the  one  part,  and  Edward  SotUham  of  the  other  pari  Br 
it,  in  consideration  of  £250  due  by  the  bankrupt  to  Edward 
Southam,  the  bankrupt  assigned  his  household  furniture  and  all 
other  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  in  and  about  his  dwelling-honse 
to  Edward  SoiUham  absolutely,  subject  to  a  proviso  makiog  roid 
the  assignment  on  payment  of  the  £250,  with  interest,  on  demand. 
It  was  also  provided  that  after  default  in  payment  Edward 
8(ndham  might  enter  and  take  possession  of  the  property,  and  sell 
the  same.  There  was  also  a  covenant  to  pay  the  £250,  with  inte- 
rest, on  demand.  The  evidence  in  the  case  shewed,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Chief  Judge,  that  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale 
a  verbal  agreement  had  been  come  to  between  the  parties  that  the 
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banknipt  should  pay  the  £250  off  by  weekly  instalments  of  £1  or 
£1  lOs.,  and  that  if  he  did  this  the  security  should  not  be  enforced. 
The  bill  of  sale  was  registered  on  the  3rd  of  September,  1869,  but 
no  notice  of  the  parol  agreement  appeared  on  the  register.  Some 
of  the  instalments  were  paid  by  the  bankrupt.  In  April,  1871, 
Edward  SotUham  took  possession  of  the  property,  but  withdrew 
upon  the  bankrupt  giving  him  further  security  for  the  balance 
then  due.  On  the  3rd  of  April,  1873,  Edward  Southam  again 
took  possession  of  the  property.  The  same  day  a  receiyer  was 
appointed  under  the  bankruptcy  petition,  who  took  possession  of 
the  bankrupt's  property,  but  after  Edward  Shutham  had  entered. 
The  furniture  was  afterwards  sold  by  the  trustee,  and  the  purchase- 
money,  £106  ll0«  10(2.,  was  paid  into  C!oQrt.  An  issue  was  di- 
rected to  try  the  question  whether  the  trustee  or  Edward  Shuffiam 
was  entitled  to  it.  The  Judge  decided  that  the  money  formed 
part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.    Edward  SotUham  appealed. 

The  ground  of  the  decision  was  this,  that  because  the  parol  agree- 
ment for  payment  by  instalments  did  not  appear  in  the  bill  (tf  sale 
as  registered,  the  bill  of  sale  was  void  under  sect.  2  (1)  of  the  BiU$ 
of  Sale  Ad,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36). 

Mr.  De  Oea^,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Robertson  QriffithB,  for  the  Appel- 
lant : — 

As  possession  was  taken  under  the  bill  of  sale  before  the  adjudi- 
cation, and  without  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy,  registration 
was  unnecessary,  and  sect  2  does  not  apply.  At  any  rate  the 
parol  agreement  is  not  such  a  defeasance  or  condition  as  is  aimed 
at.  No  one  could  be  misled  into  giving  credit  to  the  bankrupt 
through  looking  at  the  bill  of  sale  as  registered.  If  such  a  person 
bad  been  aware  of  the  parol  agreement  he  would  have  found  that 

(I)  Sect.  2 :  <<  If  such  bill  of  sale 
shall  be  made  or  giveo,  subject  to  any 
defeawnoe  or  condition  or  declaration 
of  tmst  not  contained  in  the  body 
thereof,  such  defeasance  or  condition  or 
deolaratioii  of  tmat  shall,  for  the  par- 
poses  of  tliis  Act,  be  taken  a*  P^rt  of 
such  bill  of  sale,  and  shall  be  written 
on  the  same  paper  or  parchment  on 
which  snch  bill  of  sale  shall  be  written. 


0.  J.  B. 
l«74 


before  the  time  when  the  same,  or  a 
copy  thereof,  respectively  shall  be  filed, 
otherwise  such  bill  of  sale  shall  be  null 
and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
as  against  the  same  persons  and  as  re- 
gards the  same  property  and  eSeoi%  as 
if  such  bill  of  sale,  or  a  copy  thereof, 
had  not  been  filed  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Act.** 


Ex  parte 

SnUTHAIC. 

In  re 
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Exparie 
SoOTBAir. 

In  r€ 

fiOUTHAM. 


the  bankrupt  was  in  fact  in  a  more  fayourable  position  than  the 
bill  of  sale  had  led  him  to  suppose.  He  could  not^  therefore^ 
have  been  misled  to  his  injury.  Bramwdl  v.  Eglinton  (1)  and 
B6bin9on  y.  CoUinfftcood  (2)  do  not  apply. 

Mr.  Littlsy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hamilton  Bumjphreys,  for  the  trastee, 
were  not  called  upon. 


Sib  James  Bacon,  CJ.  : — ' 

I  think  that  there  is  no  ground  for  objecting  to  the  judgment  of 
the  County  Court  Judge.    The  case  comes  as  distinctly  within  the 
spirit^  the  intention,  and  the  meaning,, as  it  does  within  the  Teiy 
words,  of  sect.  2  of  the  BUb  of  Sale  Ad.  The  object  of  the  Act  was 
to  protect  creditors  in  their  dealings  with  their  debtors,  to  enable 
them  to  know  whether  the  persons  with  whom  they  are  dealing 
are  entitled  to  credit    The  case  is  plain  in  its  facts.    Because  the 
bankrupt  was  unable  to  pay  down  cash  at  once  for  the  fumitme 
which  he  had  agreed  to  buy,  the  parties  came  to  an  agreement 
for  the  payment  of  the  price  by  very  easy  instalments.    The  bill 
of  sale  which  was  afterwards  given  contains  no  reference  whatever 
to  that  agreement.    Mr.  Bcbertson  Oriffiths  said  that  he  did  not 
care  whether  that  agreement  was  entered  into  before  or  after 
the  execution  of  the  bill  of  sale.    In  my  opinion  it  makes  all 
the  difference  whether  it  was  before  or  after.    That  creditors  are 
prejudiced  by  the  agreement  is  upon  the  very  surface.    Su[^Mee 
a'person  about  to  deal  with  the  debtor  had  looked  at  the  register, 
he  would  at  once,  if  he  was  a  prudent  man,  have  said,  ''I  cannot 
give  you  credit,  because  you  have  executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  your 
f  umituTe.**  The  answer  to  this  would  have  been,  **  True,  I  have  done 
this,  but  the  bill  of  sale  was  given  upon  the  condition  that,  if 
I  pay  the  weekly  instalments  of  the  debt  regularly,  it  shall  not 
be  enforced."    The  Act  says  that  if  there  be  any  condition  it  shall 
be  written  upon  the  instrument  which  is  registered,  otherwise 
that  instrument  shall  be  void  as  if  it  had  not  been  registered  at 
alL    If  this  condition  had  been  written  in  the  bill  of  sale  which 
was  registered,  the  creditor  could  have  inquired  whether  the  in- 
stalments had  been  duly  paid.    To  such  an  inquiiy  the  answer 

(1)  5  B.  &  S.  39.  (2)  17  C.  B.  (N.S.)  777. 
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would  haye  been,  ''I  have  only  partially  performed  that  agree- 
ment^ and  I  have  given  additional  security  for  the  debt"  In  my 
opinion  the  case  comes,  as  the  County  Court  Judge  has  decided, 
distinctly  within  the  pro?isions  of  the  Act.  The  condition  is 
undoubtedly  one  the  performance  of  which  might  have  been  en- 
forced in  a  Court  of  Equity ;  whether  it  could  have  been  enforced 
in  a  Court  of  Law  may  be  doubted  after  the  decision  in  BramweU 
y.  Efflintan  (1).  But  in  that  case  the  condition  could,  no  doubt,  have 
been  enforced  in  a  Court  of  Equity,  though  upon  what  terms  it  is 
unnecessary  to  inquire.  But  the  decision  there  does  not  affect  the 
principle  of  my  present  decision.  Upon  the  evidence  which  has 
been  given,  it  is  clear  that  there  was  an  agreement  for  purchase  and 
sale  of  this  furniture,  and  for  payment  by  instalments,  before  the 
bill  of  sale  was  talked  of.  The  decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge 
was  right,  and  I  cannot  disturb  it.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 


O.J.B. 

lS7i 


Exparte 

SOCTBAM. 

In  re 

SOTTTRAX. 


Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  A.  D.  Smith. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Johnson  dt  WeatheraUs^ 
agents  for  Mr.  Storer,  Momehetter. 

(1)  6  B.  &  S.  39. 
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ABANDOHMSNT— Domicil  *  -  . 

See  DoMiciL  of  Obigik.  j 

Notice  to  treat  by  railway  company  -     142 

See  Ck)MPVL80BT  Powers.    1. 

ABATEICEIIT— Residue  of  specific  fund  -  410 
See  Besiduabt  Gut. 

ABATEMXRT  OF  BXriT— Death  of  Plaintiff  after 
hearing — ^Antedating  judgment  -  561 
See  Nunc  pbo  Tung. 

ABSOLTTIE  GIFT— Married  woman— Bestraint  on 
anticipation  -  -  -  -     409 

See  BssTBAiin?  on  Akticifation. 

IICCOTJHTB— Audit  of— Liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment -----  467 
See  Tbusteb  in  Liquidation. 

ACOOXMODATIO  V  WOBKB— Bailway  company— 
Level  crossing — ^Bight  of  way  -  168 
See  IirrBBSXCTED  Lands. 

ACXKOWUDOXEHT — ^Statute  of  Limitations — 
Payment  of  interest  -  -       71 

See  Ldotationb,  Btatittb  of. 

ACT  OF  BAXXBTJFTCT— Debtor  s  summons  454 
See  D^rroB's  Suukons. 

ADSXPTIOir— TFtZ^— JSe2eeu6  of  IfUere$t  on  Spe- 
cific Sum—Bepublieatian  by  Codicil— WiUU  Act 
<1  Vict.  e.  26),  8$.  24,  34.]  Testator  by  his  will, 
after  reciting  that  there  was  due  to  him  from  his 
son  the  sum  of  £1440  or  thereabouts,  secured  to 
him  by  bUls  or  notes,  or  otherwise,  released  his 
son  ham  payment  of  any  interest  up  to  time  of 
his  death,  and  directed  that  he  should  have  time 
for  payment  of  the  principal  by  instalments. 
Some  years  after  he  made  a  codicil  not  contain- 
ing any  reference  to  the  aforesaid  release.  At 
the  date  of  the  will  the  son  was  indebted  to  Ms 
father  in  the  sum  of  £1400,  and  between  the 
dates  of  the  will  and  codicil  that  sum  was  paid 
off  and  a  subsequent  advance  of  £1291  was  made 
to  the  son  by  the  testator,  which  was  owing  at 
the  time  of  ms  death  : — Held,  that  the  release  of 
interest  was  equivalent  to  a  specific  legacv  of  the 
interest  on  the  debt  due  at  the  date  of  the  will ; 
that  the  legacy  had  been  adeemed,  and  that  the 
release  did  not  extend  to  the  interest  on  the 
subsequent  debt  due  at  the  date  of  the  codicil. 

SlDVEY  V.  SiDNET         -  -  -  -         65 

Contract  to  sell  land  to  railway  company — 

Notice  to  treat        -         -  -     2^ 

See  CoKPCLsoBT  Powers.    2. 


78    ADHIHISTRATIOV-GoMisofsiiit  -  -     421 

I  See  Costs  of  Administbation  Suit, 


Interest  on  balance  —  Advances  by  exe- 
cutor -  -  _  -  554 
See  Intebest  on  Balances. 

Legacy  free  of  legacy  duty — Deficiency  of 
residue         -  -  .  .     419 

See  Lboagt  Duty. 

Locke  King's  Act        -  -         -     168 

See  LooKB  Kino's  Act. 

— ^  Marshalling  assets — Bpeclfic  and  residuary 
decrees  .         .  •  .     55)3 

See  TVfAiWHAT.T.mG. 

—  Suit  against  executor  de  son  tort — Parties 

See  Executob  de  son  Tobt.  [20 

Suit  for  County  Court — ^Injunction  before 

decree  -  -  -  _     227 

See  Injunction  by  County  Court. 

Suit  for  —  Trustees  —  Powers  of  manage- 
ment -  -  -  -  24 
See  Management  by  Trustees. 

ADMINIBTBATOE  —  Bankruptcy  of— Goods  of 
intestate       -  -  -  -       4A 

See  Obdeb  and  Disposition.    1. 

ADYAKOZXSKT— Covenant  to  pay  a  sum  to  the 
trustees  of  daughter's  settlement  -  78 
S^e  DoMiciL  OF  Obioin. 

AmSAYIT— Production  of  documents  -  402 
See  Pboduotion  op  Documents. 

—  Sworn  abroad — ^British  consul  -     489 

See  AniDAViT  swobn  Abboad. 

A7FIBAYIT  8W0XV  AJOOAl^  ^  British  Con- 
sular Agent — BurgermeiBter — Practice — 15  A  16 
Vict.  0.  86,  «.  2%-AdvU  and  In/ant  PlainHffs.^ 
In  a  suit  in  which  in&nts  jointly  wiUi  £eir 
mother  were  Flaintiffii,  an  affidavit,  sworn  abroad, 
by  the  Defendants,  not  before  a  BriUsh  consul  or 
vice-consul,  as  required  by  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  22,  but  before  the 
burgermeister  of  the  town  at  which  the  Defen- 
dants resided,  was  allowed,  with  the  oonsent  of 
the  mother,  to  be  filed.    Bell  v.  Tubneb  -     480 

AOAJSEMJUIT— Baising  and  selling  coal— Spe- 
cific performance  -  -  -  182 
See  Contbact  fob  baising  Coal. 

Written — Parol  variation       -         -     308 

See  COLLATXBAL  AGREEMENT. 

AHKUITT — Charged  on  land— Arrears  -  406 
See  Annuity  chabgkd  on  Cobfus.    2, 


Vou  XVII. 


2U 


2 


584 


INDEX. 


[Eq.  Vol,  XTIL 


AHHUITT— Charge  on  e&rpiM  or  income  884 

See  Ajsvvtty  charged  on  Gosprs.  1. 

Coupled  with  duty— Trustee  -  -  646 

See  Gift  cobplkd  with  Dcty. 

ANKUrrr  CEABGED  on  GOEFTTS— .irrears— Dm- 
treta  and  Entry — Devise  in  Strict  SetUement.']  Tes- 
tator gave  all  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  eleven  years  from 
his  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay  out  of  the  rents, 
interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds,  certain  life 
annuities ;  and  he  directed  that  the  residue  of  tlie 
rents,  &c.,  should,  during  the  term,  he  accumu- 
lated for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who  should 
become  entitled  to  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  at  the  expiration  of  the  term ;  and  after 
the  determination  of  the  term  he  devised  his  real 
estate,  subject  to  and  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  annuities  for  the  residue  of  the  lives,  with 
powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  the  recovery  of 
the  same,  as  if  the  same  had  been  secured  by  a 
lease  for  years,  unto  the  trustees,  in  strict  settle- 
ment : — Heldt  that  the  arrears  and  annuities  were 
not  charged  upon  the  corpus^  but  upon  the  in- 
come, and  must  be  paid  out  of  the  income  and 
future  income,  so  far  as  any  might  be  required. 
Tatlob   v.    Tatlor.     In  re   Taylor's  £arrATE 

Act 884 

3,         ■  Arrears — BUI  for   Sale — Power   of 
Distress,"]     A  testator  bequotathed  certain  lease- 
hold property  to  his  nephew,  upon  condition  that  | 
he  should  pay  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof ! 
an  annuity  of  jC70.     The  annuity  was  paid  for 
sixteen  years,  but  for  the  half-yearly  sum  of  £35,  ! 
due  on  the  15th  of  August,  1872,  the  nephew 
gave  a  cheque,  which  was  dishonoured,  ana  tiie 
annuitant  flled  a  bill  on  the  25th  of  November,  ] 
1872,  for  the  sale  of  the  property  and  for  a  re- 
ceiver : — Held,  that  as  the  estate  was  amply  suffi- 
cient to  answer  the  annuity,  the  Plaintiff  might 
have  recovered  the  arrears  by  distress,  or  might  ' 
have  brought  an  action  upon  the  dishonoured 
cheque ;  and  bill  dismissed.    Kelsst  v.  Eelsbt 

[405 
AFPOmMXHT— Married    woman— Transfer  of 

shares  to  donee  of  power  -  -         8 

See  Appointment  by  Married  TVoman. 
Precatory  trust— Will  -  -  -     820 

See  Precatory  Trust. 
Trustees  for  sale — Tenant  for  life     -     851 

See  Power  to  appoint  New  TRrsTEBS. 

APFOnmOSNT     BT    MATlltTin)     WOKAV— 

Transfer  of  Shares  to  Donee  of  Pother.]  B.  being 
trustee  of  shares  in  an  unlimited  company  for 
Mrs.  jP.,  a  married  woman,  joined  with  Mr.  and 
Ikffs.  J^.  in  a  deed  whereby  the  shares  were  as- 
signed to  Xr.  upon  trust  for  Mn.  F,  during  her 
life  for  her  separate  use,  and  after  her  death  as 
she  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint.  Shortly 
afterwards  Mr.  F*  died,  and  subsequently  B. 
transferred  the  shares  to  Mrs,  F,y  who  executed 
the  deed  of  transfer  :-»-£0ki,  that  the  deed  of 
transfer  was  an  exercise  in  favour  of  Mrs.  F.  of 
the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  her.    Mar- 

LER  V,  TOMMAS  -  -  -  -         85 

AFPOETIOHMENT  OF  TUSRT— Tenant  for  Life 
and  Bemainderman — Grant  of  Bent-charge — 
Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee — Assign  of  Tenant  for 
Lif^-A  &  5  WiU.  4,  c.  22,  s.  2.]  A  mortgagee 
who  is  not  in  possession  is  not  an  assign  of  the 


AFPOETIONMSHT  OF 

I  mortgagor  within  the  meaning  of  the  ApporiioR- 
I  ment  Act  {^  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22),  s.  2.  JT^tbe 
I  tenant  for  life  of  real  estate,  granted  to  IT.,  is 
consideration  of  an  antecedent  debt  of  £6000,  a 
yearly  rent-charge  of  £960,  to  be  issuing  out  rt 
the  estate  for  a  term  of  100  years,  if  M.  shoiL>l 
so  long  live,  with  powers  of  entry  and  dlBtresg  iu 
the  event  of  the  rent-charge  falUng  into  anear: 
and  if.  also  demised  the  estate  for  a  term  of  2Cii> 
years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  to  a  trustee  apor* 
trust  for  the  better  securing  the  rent-charaB.  If. 
died  when  the  rent^harge  was  in  arrear,  out  be- 
fore W.  or  the  trustee  had  entered  on  the  estate: 
— Heid,  that  W.  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid  tb>^ 
arrears  of  the  rent-charge  out  of  the  apportioDtd 
part  of  the  rents  for  the  period  which  dspeed 
oetween  the  quarter-day  last  preceding  M*s  dath 
and  the  day  on  which  he  died.  In  re  Mabod.^ 
OF  Anglesey's  Estate.  Paget  r.  Anglesey   ttS 

2.  Apporlimment  Act,  1870  (33  4  34 

Viet.  c.  35)— Devise  of  Beat  Estate—Apportim' 
ment  hetuteen  Executor  and  Devisee,"]  A  testat<:>r 
seised  in  fee  devised  real  estate  by  a  will  datni 
before  the  Apportionment  Act,  1870,  and  eonfino^^ 
by  a  codicil  dated  after  the  Act : — Bddf  that  tb- 
rents  were  apportionable  between  the  execotif 
and  the  devisee. — Semhle,  that  the  result  vool^ 
have  been  the  same  without  the  codidL— /om»  ^• 
Ogle  (Law  Bep.  8  Ch,  192)  considered.  Cafks 
r.  Oapbon 


ABBUBATIOH — Submission  to— Limit  of  time 
for  complaint — Setting  aside  award  47S 
See  SuBMisBiON  to  Abbitratiox. 

ASBSAB8— -Annuity  charged  on  land— BiD  f^r 
sale    -  -  -  -         -    49S 

See  Annuitt  chargkd  on  Oobpu&.  2. 

Bent-charge — Chief  rent — ^Bill  for  sale  ^* 

land-         -         -  -         -    «7 

See  Arrears  of  Bent-charge. 

AKTyBATlB  OF  KERT-GEABGE— Jmprxirecf  Ckkf 

Bents— Land  ordered  to  he  eoJd  to  pay  Aman 

accrued  since  1853.]  Land,  on^rhich  an  improTed 

chief  rent,  which  was  purchased  by  Uie  Plaintiiir? 

testator  in  1853,  had  been  reserved  by  a  fonner 

vendor  of  the  land,  was  ordered  to  be  sold  to  p>r 

the  arrears  of  the  chief  rent  which  had  seenied 

due  since  that  date.     Tavlor  v.  TViyior  (Law  Bep. 

17  Eq.  324)  distinguished.  Hobton  9.  Hau.   437 

AWABD— Setting  aside— Limit  of  time  for  cm- 

plaint  -         -  -        -    4T5 

See  Submission  to  Abbitbatzok. 

BATTiHK — Gratuitous— Bankers  -  -  tt4 
See  Deposit  for  Safe  C^jstody. 

BAVXSB— Ohoice  of,  by  cieditora  in  liquidstioD 
by  arrangement  -  -  -  447 
^  Tbvbtbb  nr  LiQinDAxxosr. 

Lien — ^Deposit  of  box  of  seoaritisi   -    ^ 

See  Dbpobit  tob  Safe  CvBtonr. 

BAHKBTTPTCY— Administratrix— Goods  of  intfs?- 


tate— Order  and  disposition 
See  Obdeb  and  Dlbposftion.    1. 

Covenant  for  future  settlement 
See  Oovxnant  TO  sbitlb. 

Creditor  holding  security 

See  Creditob  holding  SKTRnr. 


4» 


-  115 

-  575 
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BAA KBUPTCT— Debtor 's  Brnnmons  -     454 

See  DEBTOna'  Summons. 

— —  Execution  creditor       -         -         -     462 
See  ExEomozr  Cbsditob. 

iDJunotion         -         -  -  -     333 

See  iKJiTNcrnoN  in  Bai^xbuftct. 

Liquidation   by  arrangement — Dntiee   of 

truBtee  -  -  -  -     467 

See  Trustee  in  Liquidatiok. 

Ldqiiidation  by  arrangement  miperseded  by 

bankruptoy  -         -  -         -       61 

See  Com  of  Liquidatiok. 

Majority  of  creditors — ^Powers  of      -     121 

See  MAJOBrnr  of  Gbbditobs. 

Order  and  disposition  -  -         46, 118 

See  Obdeb  and  Dxbposition.    1,  2. 

Preferential  debts — ^Wages  and  salaries  180 

See  PfiKFEBEMTIAL  DeBTB. 

— —  Proof  of  debt— Secured  creditor  -  676 
See  Gbiditob  boudinq  Seotbitt. 

BILL  07  COSTS — Privileged  communication  829 
See  Pbiyileobd  Communication. 

BILL  OT  XZCSEAVOB — Giving  time  to  acceptor 
— ^Dischajge  of  drawer     -  -     206 

See  Secubities  fob  Bills  of  Excbange. 

Securities  for     -         -         -         -     206 

See  Seoubitibb  fob  Bills  of  Exchange. 

Unstamped — Equitable  assignment — Order 

to  pay  money         «         -         -     109 

i8S08  UNBTAMPED  BiLL  OF  EXOBANGE. 

BILL  OT  LADnra— Hypothecation  of  -  206 
i8S08  SacuBinxB  fob  Bilu  of  Excbange. 

• Mate's  receipts— Local  custom  -       92 

See  Pbofebtt  in  Goods  shiffbd. 

BILL  OT  SALB— Registration  -  -     678 

See  Reoibtbation  of  Bul  of  Sale. 

X7nregistered — Bankruptcy  of  administra- 
trix -  -  -  -  -  46 
See  Obdeb  and  DiBPOsmoN.    1. 

BLAirX  TEAHSFXB— Deposit  of  certificate  of 
shares  '  -  -  -  -  278 
See  Tbanbfeb  of  Shabes. 

BUBOEBMSISTEB— Affidavit  sworn  before  489 
See  Affidavit  swobn  Abboad, 

C1SB8 — BrcwMon  v.  iMwranoe  (Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  1 ) 
questioned    -         -  -  -     168 

^00  Locke  Ejng's  Act. 

<-^-  BuOer^B  WiUj  Li  re  (Law  Rep.  16  £q.  479) 
not  followed  -         -         -     800 

See  Payment  out  of  Coubt*    1. 

Coote  V.  WkitHn^fUm  (Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  584) 

dissented  from        -         •>         >       20 
See  Ezxoutob  de  son  Tobt. 


CASB8 — continued. 

Eawkim,  Ex  parte  (13  Sim.  569)  followed 

See  COMFCLSOBY  POWEBS.      2.  [217 

Haynes  v.  Saynee  (1  Dr.  &  Sm.  426)  dis- 

tinguiflhed    -  -  -  -     217 

See  CoMTULsoBT  Powers.    5. 

Jonee  v.  Ogle  (Law  Rep.  8  Oli.  192)  con- 
sidered ....  288 
See  Appobtionment  of  Rent.    2. 

Keyntham  Company,  In  re  (83  Beav.  123) 

discussed      ....     268 
See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

Letiok,  JEx  parte  (Law  Rep.  5  Eq.  69)  dis- 
cussed ....  268 
See  iNJUNcnoN  in  Winding-up. 

Life  Association  of  England  (34  L.  J.  (Ch.) 

64)  discussed         ...       268 
See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

Marino's  Case  (Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  596)  discnssed 

See  Tbanbfeb  of  Shabeb.  [278 

Maudey  Ex  parte  (Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  51)  dis- 
tinguished -  .  -  -  491 
See  Distbibution  of  Subplus  Abbetb. 

Noel  V.  Noel  (1  D.  J.  &  S.  468)  -     402 

See  Pboduction  of  Documents.    1. 

■  Penineular,  &c..  Banking  Company,  Lk  re 
(35  Beav.  280),  discussed  -  -  268 
See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

Bayner  v.  KoehUr  (Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  262)  dis- 
sented from  -  -  -  -  90 
See  Executob  de  son  Tobt. 

Sparao's  Case  (Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  407)  con- 
sidered -  -  -  -  169 
See  Scbbcbibeb  of  Mxmobandum. 

Taylor  v.  Taylor  (Law  Rep.  17  Eq,  824)  dis- 
tinguished   -  -  »         -.     487 
'    See  Absbabb  of  Rent-crabgb. 

Wright  v.  PiU  (Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  809)       4M 

See  Pboduction  of  Documents    1. 

GBBTDnCATB--Justice's— Subscribed  capital  of 
company  -  -  -  .  142 
See  CoMPUUOBT  Powebb.    1. 

CEAVOBBT  TUHD  BVLE8, 1872— Rule  22  860 
See  Payment  out  of  Coubt.    2. 

CEABITT  00KMI88I0NBB8 -- ^i^pointmenl  of 
New  Tnuiees — Jurisdiction — Contentious  Case — 
National  SdtoO^Transfer  to  School  Board^JDis- 
eretion  of  Charity  Commis9ioner$—e  A  7  WUl.  4, 
c.  70,  «.  3—4  A  5  Viet,  c.  88.  «.  l-^CharitaUe 
Tru$U  Act,  1853  (16  <fc  17  FiVrf,  c.  187),  m.  28,  32, 
4&-C%araaUa  Trwie  Atit,  1860  (23  A  24  Vict, 
e.  136),  M.  2,  ^^Elementatry  EducaUan  AeL  1870 
r33  <fc  34  Vict.  c.  75,  n.  2,  23.]  The  Charity 
Commissioners  may,  if  they  think  fit,  exercise  tho 
jurisdiction  conferred  on  them  by  the  Charitable 
Trusits  Aei,  1860,  in  contentious  cases, — Vietum  of 
Lord  BomiUy,  MiR.,  in  the  case  of  Jn  rs  Hamkney 
Chanties  (34  L.  J.  (Ch.)  169)  not  foUowed.— 


Crowther  v.  Crowther  (23  Beav.  305)  not  fol-    ^JT"  4i.  ^-^  *"'*   '  i  ^'^    i  c^  v    ,  y'"^I!?-~ 
lowed  -         -         -         -     878    ^^^^^  ^■>®  ^^  of  a  National  School  founded  m 


See  Ejectment  Bill  by  Infant. 

FothergiWs  Case  (Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  270)  con- 
sidered -  -  -  -  169 
See  SuBSOBtBEB  OF  Memoeandum. 

GreviUe  v.  Broum  (7  H.  L.  C.  689)  followed 
See  Exclusive  Appointment.  [406 

Haekney  Charities,  In  re  (34  L.  J.  (Ch.)  169) 
not  followed  -         -         -     241 

See  Cbabity  Commissioners. 

2 


connection  with  the  Church  of  England  was, 
under  the  powers  of  the  Act  6  A  7  Will  4,  c  70, 
8.  3,  and  4  A  5  Vict.  c.  38.  s.  7,  conveyed  to  the 
joint  rectors  for  the  time  oeing  of  the  parish  in 
which  the  school  was  situated,  as  sole  trustees : — 
Held,  that  the  Charity  Commissioners  had  juris- 
diction to  appoint  new  trustees ;  that  such  tru£- 
tees  must  be  members  of  the  Church  of  England ; 
but  that  it  was  no  objection  to  the  exercise  of  tho 
jurisdiction  that  the  proper  majority  of  the  trus- 
U2  2 
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CBABITT  GOlOIIBBIOHXBft— cana'iiueJ. 
tees  might,  under  the  provisionB  of  the  Elementary 
EdueaHon  Act,  1870,  transfer  the  school  to  a  school 
board.— The  Court  of  Chancery  will  not  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  the  Charity  Commissioners 
in  selecting  new  trustees  unless  in  cases  of  gross 
and  palpable  miscarriage.  In  re  Bubmhah  Na- 
tional SCHOOLfl  «  -  -  -     241 

OESQVS — ^Forged — Comparison  of  handwriting 

See  Pboduction  of  Doocmentb.    1.  [517 
GEIZF  EBHTO— Anears— Sale  of  land  charged 

See  Abbbabs  of  Rekt-chabob.  [487 

CHIIJ>~Illegitimate— Gift  to         -         845,  468 

See  iLLBGinMATE  Cbildben.    1,  2. 
GEOSB   nr    ACnOH— Order   and  disposition- 
Shares  in  company        -  -  -     118 

See  Obdeb  and  Disposition.    2. 

CLA88 — Ship^— Suspension  of 

See  Injubt  to  Rbputation. 
OOAL  XZHB— Lease  -  -  -  - 

See  Mining  Leask. 

CODICIL — Repetition  of  legacies     - 

See  Cumulative  Gifts. 
—  Republication  by  -  -  - 

See  Ademption. 

COLLATERAL  AOiKKKMSBT— Specific  Perform- 
anee—StaiuU  of  Frauds — Written  Contract  after- 
warde  varied  by  Parol  Agreement^]  Plaintifi,  the 
owner  of  six  leasehold  houses,  agreed  in  writing  to 
leione  of  them,  numbered  737,  to  a  tradesman,  the 
agreement  saying  nothing  about  a  restrictive  cove- 
nant. On  the  same  day  he  also  agreed  to  let 
another  of  tiie  houses,  numbered  735,  to  a  grocer, 
and,  as  he  (Plaintiff)  alleged,  agreed  wiw  him 
that  the  business  of  a  grocer  should  not  be  earned 
on  in  any  of  the  other  five  houses.  Afterwards 
he  contracted  to  sell  the  house  No.  737,  and  a 
third  house,  numbered  739,  to  G,  T,,  also  a  grocer, 
and  the  agreement,  which  was  in  writing  an  d 
dated  the  6th  of  July,  1870,  contained  nothing 
about  a  restrictive  covenant,  but  an  underlease 
was  prepared  and  engrossed  which  did  contain  a 
oovenant  that  the  premises  should  not  be  used  for 
a  grooer^s  business.  An  appointment  was  made 
for  the  execution  of  the  underlease  and  counter- 
part on  a  certain  day ;  but  on  the  previous  even- 
big  O,  T,  died  suddenly,  intestate.  It  was  stated, 
but  on  the  FlaintifTs  evidence  only,  that  after  the 
written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  Jtdy,  and  before 
G,  T.'s  death,  G.  T.  verbally  agreed  to  the  in- 
■ertion  of  the  restriction,  and  there  was  other  evi- 
dence that  he  was  prepsj^ed  to  execute  a  counter- 
part of  the  engrossment.  It  having  been  shewn 
that  the  insertion  of  such  a  restriction  would  con- 
siderably diminish  the  value  of  the  property : — 
Held,  tliat  die  Defendant,  the  administrator  of  the 
intestate,  could  not  be  compelled  to  execute  a 
counterpart  of  a  lease  containmg  such  a  restriction. 
— The  written  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July 
stipulated  that  the  property  should  be  bought 
*' subject  to  the  existing  tenancies."  The  Plain- 
tiff alleged  that  on  the  6th  of  July  the  lessee  of 
the  house  No.  787  was  under  an  agreement  to  con- 
sent to  a  restrictive  covenant,  and  in  proof  of  this 
the  counterpart  of  a  lease,  bearing  date  the  day 
before  the  agreement  of  the  6th  of  July,  was  pro- 
duced, contuning  such  a  oovenani    It  having 


COLLAnSRAL  AJQiBXEMXST^continved, 
been  shewn  that  the  lease  was  antedated  and  w 
not  in  Csct  executed  till  after  the  6th  of  Jdv. 
1870 : — Held,  that  the  administrator  was  not  by 
this  clause  bound  to  execute  the  counterpart  of  i 
lease  containing  the  restriction. — CircumstSDoes 
under  wliich  acceptance  of  a  verbal  alteration  in 
a  written  agreement  will  not  be  inferred.  Skklldg 
V,  Thomas       -  -  -  -         -    803 

See  Chabitt  Comhusionsbs. 
COM]nJVICAnON>-Privileged       *         -    889 

iS!90  PBIVILBaED  COMMUNICATION. 

COMPAinr — ^Distribution  of  surplus  assets  491 
See  DiBTBiBUTiON  OF  SuBPLUs  Assm 

—  Not  having  commenced  business — Winding- 
up  order      -  -  -         -    534 

fiie  WiNDlNQ-UF  PETITION'.     3. 

Notice  to  treat  ...        148,  S17 

See  COMFULSOET  POWEBS.      1,  2. 

— ~-  Rectification  of  register  -         -    873 

See  BscmiTOATiON  of  Bbgisteb. 

Subscriber  of  memorandum     •         -169 

See  Subsobibbb  of  Memobakdol 

Transfer  of  shares        -  ...    278 

See  Tbansfeb  of  Shabes. 

Unregistered — ^Incorporated  by  Act  of  Pir- 

liament— Winding-up        -         -    HI 
See  Windiho-uf  Pbtitiok.    2. 

Winding-up  peHtion     -       1, 181, 488, 634 

SeeWuxDiXQ-vv  Pbtitiov.    1—4. 
COMFKHVATIOir— Waterworks  Clanses  Act,  1847 
— ^Minerals — Beveranoe     -         -    474 
See  Compuuobt  Powkbs.    3. 
COMFOflinOH— FaUure  to  pay        -         *    838 

See  Injukctios  in  Bankbuftgt. 
COMFULSOET    POWERS— i?atZu«y    Coaman^ 
Notice  to  treal— Extension  of  Time^Alandonmnt 
—S^Aseription  CknUraci^3iaai$traie*s  Certifieat&-' 
^' Sufficient  Emdenoe*"— Lands  Clauses  Ad, i.  H] 
The  J.  Railteay  Company's  Adt,  passed  in  Jolj, 
1864,  provided  that  certain  persons  who  hsd  sah- 
scribed,  and  all  others  who  should  subecribe,  to 
the  undertaking,  should  be  incorporated  for  tbe 
purpose  of  making  the  railway  thereby  aothomed, 
and^by  the  same  Act  the  compulsory  powen  for 
taking  lands  were  limited  to  tuee  y^n,  and  the 
time  for  completing  the  works  to  five  yean  fow 
the  passing  of  the  Act.    The  oompany,  btnng 
obtained   the  magistrate's  certificate  that  the 
whole  of  the  required  capital  had  been  snbschbed 
for,  served  a  notice  to  take  oettain  lands  of  tbr 
PlaintilTs.    In  1869  the  oompanj,  haviog  fiuW 
to  raise  sufficient  capital  to  make  the  line,  ob- 
tained an  Act,  of  which  the  Plaintifi  had  notioe. 
for  amalgamating  their  company  with  tbs^Mtt 
and  Brecon  Company,  who  were  to  make  tbe^- 
way,  and  the  time  for  completion  was  extended  to 
July,  1872.    In  1871  the  Neath  and  Brsoim  Cp«- 
pany  proceeded  under  the  notice  to  take  the  Pisio* 
tifb   land. — On  a  bill  prying  an  iDJnnctioD  io 
restrain  the  Neath  and  Brecon  Cbn^»«y  from 
taking  the  hind,  alleging  that  the  notice  to  treat 
if  valid,  had  been  abandoned  by  Ispse  of  tiitf. 
and  that  such  notice  was  invalid,  asnoHbMip- 
tion  oontract  had  been  proved,  and  the  nq^ 
capital  had  -not  then  been  subsoribed  ftr  :-BM, 
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COKPULSOBT  POWSBa— ooii/tniie(2. 

that,  under  the  circumstanoea,  there  had  been  no 
abandonment  of  the  notice : — Held,  alao,  that  tbe 
magistrate's  certifioate,  under  sect.  17  of  the  LaniU 
Clautes  Act,  was  oonclosive  evidence  that  the 
o%pital  was  sabecribed  for ;  that  it  appeared  from 
the  J.  JRailway  Company*$  Act  that  tiiere  was  a 
subscription  contract,  and  that  the  notioe  to  treat 
was  valid.    Ystaltfera  Ibok  Oompant  v.  Neath 

AND  BsiXiOM  HaiLWAY  Ck)MPAK7       -  -       142 


COXFUISOET  TOWlESJ^-^ontinued, 


2. 


Notice  to  treat  by  Railway  Company 


— ValucUion — Bequest  of  Leateholde — Death  of 
TeAaioT — Adempiitm — "Rigid  to  Intermediate  Rents  ! 
— TTiff*  Act  (1  Viet,  e.  26),  •••  23^Statute  of . 
Frauds.^  W.  W^  by  will,  in  1859,  bequeathed  I 
leaseholds  to  his  sister  A.,  and  the  residue  of  his 
estate  to  his  sister  E^  and  in  1865  was  served 
with  a  notice  on  the  part  of  a  railway  company  to 
treat  for  the  purchase,  under  the  provisions  of 
their  Acts,  of  the  leaseholds  for  the  purposes  of 
their  railway*  Surveyors  appointed  by  W.  W. 
and  the  company,  but  not  in  writing,  settled  the 
value  of  the  leaseholds,  and  the  former  verbally 
agreed  to  accept  the  sum  named.  W.  W.  died  in 
February.  1869,  the  matter  remaining  in  abeyance 
till  AprU,  1870,  when  the  sale  was  completed  by 
the  executor  :--ir<6M,  that  the  notice  to  treat, 
followed  by  the  valuation  of  the  surveyors,  was, 
notwithstanding  the  Statute  of  Frauds^  a  valid 
contract ;  that  there  had  been  an  ademption  of 
the  bequest  to  A. ;  but  that  A,  was  entitled  to  the 
rents  which  had  accrued  between  the  death  of  the 
testator  and  the  completion  of  the  purchase  by 
tlie  company. — Ex  parte  Hawkins  (18  Sim.  569) 
followed.  Haynes  v.  Haynes  (I  Dr.  &  Sm.  426) 
distinguished.    Watts  r.  Watts    -         -     S17 


3. 


Parliamentary  Notice  to  Landowner- 


Limits  of  Deviation  —  minerals  —  Damage  hy 
Severance  of  Minerals.']  A  Corporation,  previously 
to  an  apolication  to  Parliament  for  an  Act,  served 
the  usual  Parliamentary  notice  of  their  intention 
to  apply  for  power  to  take  certain  land.  In  the 
margin  of  the  schedule  the  property  proposed  to 
be  taken  was  referred  to  as  **  Property  in  the 
line  of  the  proposed  work  as  at  present  laid  out 
(including  property  any  part  of  which  is  within 
eleven  yards  or  thereal>outs  of  the  centre  line  of 
sach  proposed  work  as  delineated  upon  the 
plan) : — Held,  that  the  Ck)rporation  were  not  by 
this  statmiont  restricted  from  taking  a  grenter 
total  breadth  than  twenty-two  yards,  provided 
that  what  they  took  was  within  the  limits  of  devia- 
tion prescribed  by  their  Act: — Held,  further, 
that,  if  necessary,  the  words  ^*or  thereabouts" 
might  be  considered  to  extend  the  limit  to  an 
entire  breadth  of  one-third  more  than  the  specifieil 
<niantity  of  twice  eleven  yards. — Heldy  further, 
tnat  after  a  reference  to  arbitration  the  landowner 
was  bound  to  sell  all  that  was  comprised  in  the 
notice  to  treat,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  within 
the  compulsory  powers  of  the  Corpomtion. — ^Wherc 
a  Corporation  were  under  an  Act  empowered  to 
niake  a  conduit  for  water  through  a  field  at  some 
distance  below  the  surface: — Held,  Uiat  it  was 
not  necessary  for  them  to  make  compensation  for 
damage  by  severance  of  minerals  where  they 
were  not  requited  by  the  provisions  of  the  Water- 
workt  Clauses  Act,  1847.  to  purchase  them.  In  rf 
Corporation  of  Huodebsfield  and  Jaoojib   470 


4. Local    Board   of  HeaWt — Power   to 

talce  Property — Toton  Improvements.']  The  Defen- 
dants,  bemg  the  Local  Board  of  Health  for  Bristol, 
were  empowered  bv  an  order  of  the  Secretary 
of  State,  confirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament,  to  take 
certain  lands  and  houses  specified  in  the  schedule, 
for  the  purpose  of  widening  and  improving  a 
street :  and  served  the  usual  notices  to  treat  under 
the  Lands  Clauses  Act  wpon  the  Plaintiffs.  The 
Plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  to  restrain  the  Defendan's 
from  taking  more  of  the  property  comprised  in 
the  schedule  than  was  actually  required  for  the 
purpose  of  widening  the  street : — Held,  that  as 
the  Defendants  required  this  property  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  town,  from  which  no  profit  or 
compensation  was  obtiuned,  they  were  not  con- 
fined, like  railway  companies,  to  the  narrow  limits 
of  the  property  actually  required  for  the  purpose 
speoifi^,  but  were  at  liberty  to  purchase  all  the 
property  included  in  the  schedule.  Quinton  v. 
Corporation  of  Bristol      ...     5M 

COHDOHATIOK— Act  of  bankruptoy— Petition  for 
adjudication  ...     454 

See  Debtor's  Suuxons. 

OOHSERT  OF  LE880B — Covenant  not  to  assign 
— Underlease  -         .         -     M8 

See  Covenant  not  to  assign. 

OOVSOUDATEB  0BDSB8-Order  x.  r.  7  -     4S8 

See  Service  oxrr  or  Jcrisdiotion. 

OOHnKOEHT  BEMAINDEB^Estate  of  trustees 
See  Estate  of  TRrsTEES.  [958 

COHTEACT  TOE  BAISIVa  OOAL^Brtaek— In- 
junction — Specific  Performance  —  Jurisdiction.] 
The  Court  will  not  interfere  by  injunction  to 
restrain  the  breach  of  a  contract  for  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  chattels  which  it  oould  not  speci- 
fically perform. — Accordingly,  where  the  lessee  of 
a  colliery  contracted  to  raise  and  deliver  to  the 
Plaintiff  all  the  get  of  coals  in  the  colliery  at  a 
fixed  price  for  five  years,  and  subsequently  amec| 
for  the  sale  of  the  collieiy  to  other  parties : — Held, 
on  demurrer,  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  breach  ot 
contract.    Fotbxrgill  v.  Rowland  -     189 

CONTBIBUTOBY — Subscriber  of  memorandum 

See  Subscriber  of  Memorandum.     [189 

GOBFTTB  OB  IKCOIIE— Annuity     -  -     394 

See  Annuity  charged  on  'Corpus.    1 . 

COSTS — ^Administration  suit  -  -     491 

See  Costs  of  Administration  Suit. 

Bankruptcy  — r  Liquidation  superseded  by 

bankruptcy  -  -  -  -       61 

See  Costs  of  IjIquidation. 

Lands  Clauses  Act        -  -  -     340 

See  Costs  under  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

Mortgage  suit— Sum  under  £500       -     848 

See  County  Court  Jurisdiction.    1. 

Mortgage  suit — Higher  or  lower  scale  — 

Mortgage  under  £1000      -  -     MS 

See  Taxation  of  Costs. 

Security  for       -         -         •         -     480 

See  Sboubity  fob  Coers. 
Solicitor's  charge  on  property  preserved 

See  Solicitor's  Lien. 
^—  Suit  to  cancel  policy  of  insurance 

See  Bestbaining  Action  on  Policy. 
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00ST8 — contintied, 

Winding-up  petition     - 

See  Winding-up  Petition.  3. 
COSTS  07  ADMIHISTRATIOV  SUTI^  Mortgage 
-^Orediton'  Suit  hy  Mortgagee-- Deficient  JSdate 
^Priority,']  In  a  suit  by  a  legal  mortgagee  for 
a  sale  and  general  adminlBtration  of  the  deceased 
mortgagor's  estate,  the  Court  refused  to  vary  the 
minutes  by  directing,  in  case  of  deficiency  of 
assets,  the  costs  of  suit  of  the  executors  and 
devisees  of  the  mortgagor  to  be  paid  in  priority 
to  the  mortgagee's  costs  of  sale.  Pinchabd  v, 
Fkllowb  .         -         -         -         -     421 

COSTS  OV  UQTJIDATIOK  —  Bankruptcy  pending 
Liquidation  Proeeedinge -- Adjudication  made 
after  the  Creditors  have  refused  to  agree  to  lAqui- 
dation  or  Composition— Bankruptcy  RuUs,  1870, 
r.  292.]  On  the  31st  of  January  a  debtor  filed 
a  liquidation  petition,  n  the  28th  of  February 
the  first  meeting  of  the  creditors  was  held,  when 
the  creditors  refused  to  pass  any  resolution  in 
favour  of  liquidation  or  composition.  On  the  1st 
of  March  the  debtor  filed  a  declaration  of  in- 
solvency, and  the  same  day  a  creditor  filed  a  bank- 
ruptoy  petition  founded  upon  the  declaration,  and 
the  debtor  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt.  The 
trustee  refused  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  liquidation 
petition  out  of  the  estate  iSeld  ^reversing  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court  Juage),  that  the 
liquidation  proceediDgs  were,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Banhruptcy  Bides,  1870,  r.  292,  pending 
when  the  bankruptoy  took  place,  and  that  the 
costs  of  t^e  petition  ought  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  Ex  parte  Jeppebt. 
In  re  Hawks    -----      61 

COSTS  TJITDXB  IiiJn)S  CLATTSXS  ACT—Bailway 
Company — Taking  of  Lands— Payment  of  Pur- 
chase-Money into  Court — Transfer  to  Suit — Subse- 
quent Costs,']  Where  the  purchase-money  for  lands 
taken  by  a  railway  com]^y  under  Parliamentary 
powers  has  been  paid  into  Court  to  the  usual 
aocount,  and  has  afterwards  been  transferred  to 
the  credit  of  a  suit  to  an  account  not  intituled  in 
the  matter  of  the  special  Act,  t^e  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  company  pay  subsequent 
costs  of  paying  the  fund  out  of  Court.  Fisher  v. 
FiSHBB 840 

COTJITTY  COUBT— Administration  suit— Injunc- 
tion before  decree  -  -  -  207 
See  Injunotion  by  Countt  Coubt. 

Equitable  jurisdiction  -  -        848,416 

See  CoTTNTY  Coubt  Jubisdiction.    1,  2. 

COTJHTY  COUBT  TUBSJBJKLCnffS-—EquitaUe  Jti- 
risdietion  —  Concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  Court  of 
Chancery— Costs,']  The  Acts  conferring  equitable 
jurisdiction  on  the  County  Courts  do  not  in  any 
way  prohibit  or  restrict  a  Plaintiff  from  instituting 
proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery;  and  a 
Plaintiff  who  institutes  such  proceedings  is  en- 
titled to  his  usual  costs.— Where,  therefore,  a  suit 
was  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  for  £50: — Held,  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  usual  costs  of  a  mort- 
gagee who  sues  in  that  Coiirt.  Bbown  v.  Byb  848 

2.  Limit  of  Value— Commencement  of  Pro- 
ceedings—Transfer to  the  Court  of  Chancery- 
County  Courts  Act,  1865  (28  ^  29  Vict  c,  99),  s,  9 ; 


COUKTT  COUBT  XDSISDIOTIOV— conh'fMied. 

County  Courts  Act  Amendment  Act,  1867  (30  <fe  31 
Vict,  c.  142),  8,  14.]  The  14th  section  of  the 
County  CourU  Ad^  1867,  does  not  repeal  the  9th 
section  of  the  County  Courts  Act,  1865.  The  two 
sections  must  be  construed  together,  and  where  it 
appears  from  the  plaint  itself  that  the  Gountr 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  the  suit  ought  to  be  dit- 
raissed  under  the  14th  section  of  the  Act  of  1867; 
but  where  the  want  of  jurisdiction  appears  onlr 
from  evidence  produced  after  the  institution  of 
the  suit,  the  proper  course  is  to  order  the  f>ro 
oeedings  to  be  transferred  to  the  Court  of  ChaDceir 
under  the  9th  section  of  the  Act  of  1 865.  Tbqusox 
V,  FiJiiN  -  -  -  -  -     415 

COTJHTY  COVET  0BBXB8  DT  EdtHTT,  186»- 

Ord.  I.  r.  8 ;  Ord.  xii.  r.  1  -    29T 

See  iNJtJXcnoN  by  Co^^TT  Coubt. 

COVENANT — ^For  future  setticment,  ivhen  void 

against  creditors — Bankruptcy    -     115 

<Se  CovENAirr  to  skttle. 
— —  Hining  lease — ^Mode  of  working        -    8N 

£See  MnnNO  Lease. 
Not  to  assign     -  -  -  -    549 

See  CovENJun*  kot  to  assigk. 

COVENANT  NOT  TO  A8SIDN— XesKxr  and  Lasa 
— Underlease — Cownant  not  to  oMtgn  or  underiet 
without  License— Like  PromsionsJ]  Wherealesst^ 
subject  to  a  covenant  not  to  assign  without  the 
lessor's  consent,  having  obtained  such  coDse&t. 
agrees  to  grant  an  underlease  to  contain  the  like 
provisions  as  the  lease: — Held,  that  in  the  eoTt- 
nant  in  the  underlease  against  assignment  the 
original  lessor  was  the  person  whose  consent 
should  be  required.  Williauson  v,  WiixiAMsav 
^  [549 

COVENANT  TO  SEITLS—ilfarrta^d  SeUUmeai— 
Validity  — Subsequent  Bankruptcy  of  Settlor— 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vict,  c,  71),  t,  91] 
A  trader,  m  April,  1868,  executed  a  settiemept 
upon  his  maniage,  by  which  he  settled  certain 
specific  chattels  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  Ki^ 
wife  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  settle- 
ment also  conteined  a  covenant  by  the  settlor 
with  the  trustees  that  all  future  rod  or  penoDal 
estate  which  he  should  at  any  time  dnxiiig  the 
coverture  be  possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  or  sDoai<i 
otherwise  acquire  by  devolution,  gift,  deviw,  be- 
quest, purchase,  accumulation,  or  otherwise  how- 
soever, should  be  conveyed  and  assigned  to  tt.e 
trustees  upon  the  trusts  thereby  decisred.  I» 
1870  the  settlor  bou^t  some  shares  in  a  joint 
stock  company.  In  February,  1873,  he  was  ad- 
judicated a  bankrupt  At  this  time  the  sbsit-? 
were  still  standing  in  his  name,  but  the  certificstes 
were  in  the  possession  of  his  wife's  father,  ma 
they  were  afterwards  delivered  to  the  tmsteea « 
the  settiement  It  was  shewn  that  the  settior  vaa 
solvent  at  the  date  of  the  settlement  :—HM,thai 
the  covenant  was  void  as  against  the  creditors, 
and  that  the  trustee  under  the  bankruptcy  was 
entitled  to  the  shares.  ^  parte  Bollahd.  h  rf 
CUKT    -  -  -  -  -         -    U» 

CREDITOE— Action  by~Injunctic«i  -    ^ 

See  IsroTXcnov  is  Banksuftct. 

Petition  to  wind  up  company.  ^^ 

jSm  WiNDiKGhUP  PETinoir.  1, 3> 
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CREDJTGSL — continued. 

BeflolntioEL  for  composition— Extraordinary 

resolution     -  -  -  -     121 

See  Majobitt  of  Cbeditobs. 

Seotured— Bankruptcy  -         -         -     676 

See  Cbeditob  holdino  Seoy^ritt. 

CBSDITOB  HOLBIKG  SECUBSTZ— 'Practice^ 
Proof  of  Debt—Production  of  Security— Bill  of 
Exchange— Bankruptcy  Ad,  1869  (32  ik  33  Vict, 
c.  71),  ».  16,  mb-B.  2,  «.  76— Bankruptcy  Bules, 
1870,  rr.  67,  72. 134— jPomw  of  1870,  No,  32.]  A 
creditor  who  holds  a  bill  of  exchange  as  security 
cannot  prove  his  debt  at  the  &tst  meeting  of 
creditors  without  produciDg  the  bill.  Ez  parte 
Jacobs.     In  re  Cabteb         -         -         -     575 

OUMULATIVE  GIFTS— LeffoeiM  to  the  tame  Penon 
hy  different  Jnetrumenta — 8ub$tituHonal,  not  Cumu- 
laiive,']  A  testator  gave  two  legacies  of  £5000 
each  to  the  same  person  by  two  codicils  executed 
at  the  same  time,  and  in  nearly  the  same  words, 
neither  codicil  comprising  any  other  legacy.  One 
iostrnment  he  sent  to  his  solicitor  and  tlie  other 
he  sent  to  the  legatee.  Three  years  afterwards 
he  withdrew  the  <^ioil  held  by  his  solicitor  and 
sent  it  also  to  the  legatee.  He  had  previously 
•executed  his  will  in  duplicate,  sending  one  copy 
to  his  solicitor  and  the  other  to  the  principal 
benefioiary: — He2d,that  the  legacies  given  by  the 
two  codicils  were  substitutions  and  not  cumula- 
tive.    Whttb  V,  Whtti       -         -         -       60 

'CnSTOK — Coal  mine — ^Mode  of  working  -  368 
See  MmiNG  Lease. 

Trade — Local  custom — ^liate's  receipts  for 

goods  shipped         -  -  -       02 

See  Pbofebty  in  Goods  shipped. 

DAMAOSS — ^Unliquidated — Bequest  of  '*  money 
due  at  my  decease "  -         -       76 

/Sm  "Monet." 

J)SBEHTTJBE  HOLDSH — Company  incorporated 
by  Act  of  Parliament— Bight  to  winding- 
up  order  -  -  -  -  181 
/See  WiBDOfG-up  Petition.    2. 

^SBT — Acknowledgment — Statute  of  limitations 
See  Limitations,  Statute  of.  [71 

ISelease  of  interest  by  will       -         -       66 

See  Adbm  FnoN. 

DXBTOB'8  tnnaLOTiB— Act  of  Bankruptcy— Con- 
donation— Petition  for  A^udication — Arrange- 
ment hetvfeen  Debtor  and  Creditor — Dismiseal  of 
Petition — Befusal  of  Debtor  to  carry  out  the  Ar- 
rangement— Neui  Petition  founded  on  same  Act  of 
Bankruptcy— Banlcruptcy  Bule$,  1870,  r.  39.]  A 
petition  in  bankruptcy  was  presented,  founded  on 
non-compliance  with  a  debtor's  summons.  Before 
the  day  Hxed  for  the  hearing  the  debtor  promised 
the  petitioning  creditor  to  secure  his  debt  and  to 
pay  his  other  creditors.  The  petition  was  dis- 
missed for  want  of  prosecution.  The  debtor  then 
refused  to  fulfil  his  promise.  The  creditor  ob- 
tained special  leave,  under  rule  39,  to  present  a 
new  petition,  and  he  did  so : — Held  (reversing  the 
decision  of  the  County  Court  Judge),  that  there 
had  been  no  condonation  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
>and  that  the  petition  must  be  heard  on  its  merits. 
&j9arf«Ii0VE,    Ji)  re  jAGEit  -  -     464 


BXCLABATIOH  07  TITUt-Bill  for  infant  878 
See  Ejbotmemt  Bill  bt  Infant. 

BESD8 — ^Deposit  of^  for  safe  custody — ^Box  of  se- 
curities at  bankers — ^Lien  -  284 
See  Deposit  fob  Safe  Custody. 

Deposit  of— Negligence  -         -       16 

See  Fbiobitt  lost  by  Negugence. 

BEFAULUNG  TRUffTSE— Beneficial  Derivative 
IntereeL']  A  defaulting  trustee  cannot  claim,  as 
against  his  oeitui$  que  tnut,  any  beneficial  interest 
in  the  trust  estate,  even  although  he  may  have 
become  entitled  thereto  derivatively,  for  example, 
as  being  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  a  cettui  que  truet 
who  has  died  intestate.    Jacubs  v,  Bylanoe  841 

BE7EA8AHGE— Bill  of  sale— Begistration  678 
See  Bbgistbation  of  Bill  of  Sale. 

BZLAT — ^Bill  of  sale — Bankruptcy  of  adminis- 
tratrix ....  46 
See  Obdeb  and  Disposition.    1.   • 

-— —  Notice  to  treat — Abandonment  -     14S 

See  CoMPULsoBY  Powebs.    1. 

BEP08IT  TOB  8ATB  CUSTOBT— ^anJ^i  Lieti— 
Deposit  of  Boxes  and  Securities  with  Bankers — 
Lunacy —  CommiUees — Judgment  and  Charaing 
and  Garnishee  Orders — Itmmction,']  Bankers 
who^  according  to  the  usual  custom  in  London 
between  bankers  and  stockbrokers,  made,  upon 
the  security  of  share  certificates  and  other  pro- 

dy  deposited  with  them,  advances  to  a  stock- 
[er  for  specific  purposes,  were  held  not  to  have 
a  general  lien  on  boxes  and  their  contents  de- 
posited with  them  for  convenience  and  safe  cus- 
tody by  the  same  stockbroker,  he  keeping  the 
keys  of  and  having  constant  access  to  tne  boxes, 
and  the  bankers — ^mere  gratuitous  bailees — ^not 
knowing,  till  after  he  had  by  inquisition  been 
found  lunatic,  the  contents  of  them ;  but  that  the 
committees  of  the  lunatic  were  entitled  to  have 
the  boxes  and  their  contents  delivered  up  to  them, 
notwithstanding  that  the  bankers  had  obtained 
a  judgment  in  an  action  for  the  payment  of  the 
balance  due  to  them  on  the  lunatic's  banking 
account;  and  also  certain  charging  and  garnishee 
orders.    Leese  v.  Mabtin     -         -         -     824 

BZPOBIT  01 CXBTIFICATE8 — Share  in  company 
See  Tbansfeb  of  Shabes.  [278 

BEFOSIT  Of  BESB8 — Box  of  securities  at  bankers 
—Lien         -  -  -         -     284 

See  Deposit  fob  Safe  CrsroDY. 

Negligence — Priority — Constructive  notice 

Siee  Pbiobity  lost  by  Negugenob.    [16 

BEViBJE—  Specific  and  residuary — Marshalling 
assets  -  -  -  -     66ii 

See  Mabshalling. 

DI8C0YSBT — Privileged  communication  -  889 
See  Pbivileoed  Communication. 

Production  of  documents         -        402,  617 

See  Pboduction  of  Documents.    1, 2. 

BISCEEnOH— Court— Winding-up  Petition  1 
See  Winding-up  Petition.    1. 

Trustees — Powers  of  investment  and  man- 
agement -  -  -  -  84 
See  Management  by  Tbubteeb. 

BI8EHTAILIH0  BXXB— payment  out  of  Court 
See  Payment  out  of  Coubt.    1.      [800 
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D188J5JIT1ENT  OREDITOE— Bankruptcy  -     Ul 

Bee  Majobitt  of  Gbkditobs. 

V 

BI8TBX88 — Power  of— Annuity  charged  on  land 

[894, 495 
See  Annuity  ohabgxd  on  Cobpts.    1,  2. 

Power  of— Chief  rent   -         -  -     487 

See  Abreabs  of  Rent-chabge. 


2)I8TBIB17nO V  OF  BimPLUS  ASaXTS—  Winding- 
up— Old  and  New  Shareholders — Shares  fuAy 
Faid  and  Unpaid  Shares — Surplus  divisible 
equaUy."]  A  company  having  called  up  and  ex- 
hausted all  its  capital,  raised  new  capital,  on  the 
termB  that,  in  the  event  of  the  winding-up  of  the 
company,  no  call  should  be  made  on  me  new 
shares  for  anv  purpose  other  than  for  payment  of 
the  debts  of  me  company,  and  that  no  call  should 
be  made  for  repayment  to  the  holders  of  the 
original  shares.  Upon  the  company  being  sub- 
sequently wound  up  voluntarily,  there  was  found 
to  be  a  surplus  after  payment  of  debts: — Held, 
that  this  surplus,  though  arising  from  payments 
by  the  new  shareholders,  could  not  be  returned 
under  the  above  resolution  to  the  new  share- 
holders alone,  but  must  be  divided  between  both 
sets  of  shareholders. — The  original  shares  of  £1 
each  were  fidly  paid  up,  but  only  16«.  had  been  paid 
upon  the  new  £1  shares : — Held,  that  the  surplus 
must  be  divided  among  both  sets  of  shareholders 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  paid  up,  and  that 
the  old  shareholders  were  not  entitled  to  have 
their  shares  equalized  with  the  new  shares  before 
division' of  the  surplus. — Ex  parte  Maude  (Law 
Rep.  6  Oh.  51 )  distinguished.    In  re  Eclipse  Gold 

MiNINO  GOHFANT         ...  -       490 

DOCK  OOXPANT— Unregistered  winding-up  181 

See  WiNDIHO-UP  PBnTION.     2. 

DOCUXZinra— Production  of-        -         402,  617 
See  PaoDUcnoN  op  Doctmbnts.     1,  2, 

DOlCOn  OF  OBXQXS^Aband&nment^Domicil  of 
Choice — Will — Bequest  of  Sesidue'-' Advancement 
— Ademption,]  A  merchant,  a  native  of  Canada, 
who  carried  on  his  business  at  Montreal,  in  1858 
retired  from  business,  sold  his  residence,  and  also 
a  plot  of  ground  which  he  had  bought  for  a  grave, 
and  went  with  his  wife  and  two  clmdren  to  reside 
in  France,  for  the  purpose  of  educating  the  children. 
He  resided  in  France  till  1868.  In  1867  his  wife 
died  there.  Early  in  1868  he  went  with  his  two 
children  to  England,  and  in  March  of  thatyear 
he  purchased  a  leasehold  house  at  St  John's  Wood, 
He  furnished  the  house  and  continued  to  live 
there  untU  his  death,  in  May,  1871.  In  1863, 
1865,  and  1870  he  paid  visits  to  Canada,  on  busi- 
ness principally  relating  to  the  management  of 
the  estate  of  his  father,  a  Canadian,  of  whose  will 
he  and  two  of  his  brothers  were  the  executors. 
When  in  Montreal,  in  1863,  he  executed  a  will  in 
the  French  language,  and  in  the  form  usual  in 
Lower  Canada,  m  which  he  described  himself  as 
then  residing  at  Montreal,  By  this  will  he  in 
effect  (in  the  events  which  happened)  save  the 
residue  of  his  property  equally  between  his  chil- 
dren on  their  attaining  twenty-one.  He  also, 
during  this  visdt  to  Canada,  obtained  there  a  cer- 
tificate of  domicil.  In  1865  the  testator,  when  he 
was  in  Montreal,  executed  ii  codicil  to  his  will, 


MHIGSL  or  OSI0IK— «>filtiiitf<2. 

also  in  the  French  language,  and  in  m  similar 
form  to  the  will.  The  codidl  did  not  affect  the 
gift  of  the  residue.  In  1869  the  testator's 
daughter  was  married  in  England  to  an  English- 
man. A  settlement  was  made  on  her  noarriage  in 
the  usual  English  form.  The  trustees  were  En- 
glishmen resident  in  England,  By  the  settlemeat 
the  testator  covenanted  with  the  trustees  that  be 
would  during  his  life,  or  within  six  montlis  after 
his  death,  pay  to  them  £8500,  to  be  held  on  tnut 
for  the  daughter  for  her  Hfe,  for  her  sepoiate  use, 
with  remainder  to  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  In 
1869  the  testator  apprenticed  his  son  to  a  mer- 
chant in  London,  to  whom  he  paid  a  preminm  nf 
£400.  ^  He  also  agreed  to  purchase  for  the  son  a 
share  in  the  same  merchant's  business,  and  psid 
for  this  purpose  £1100,  and  he  made  some  oiher 
advances  for  the  son.  When  he  was  in  Canada, 
in  1870,  he  told  his  brothers,  who  resided  there. 
that  he  intended  to  return  there  permanently  in 
a  few  months.  He  expressed  this  same  intentioo 
to  his  son,  but  never  mentioned  it  to  his  daii|^feer 
The  testator  died  in  England  in  May,  1871.  He 
had  only  two  children,  a  son  and  a  daughter, 
both  of  whom  had  attained  twentynme  befon^ 
his  death.  When  he  died,  no  part  of  the  £^0O 
had  been  paid  to  the  trustees  of  the  dangfatei^s 
settlement.  The  testator  left  no  real  estate  in 
England,  Canadtk,  or  elsewhere.  His  pessonal 
estate  comprised  Canadian  and  varions  fiMreign 
securities.  There  was  some  evidence  to  shew  thai 
the  loss  of  his  Canadian  domicil  would  have  di^ 
qualified  the  testator,  according  to  the  law  of 
iJanada,  from  acting  there  as  his  Other's  exeen- 
tor : — Held,  that  the  testator's  domicil  at  the  time 
of  his  death  was  English  :—HM,  also^  that  the 
gift  to  the  daughter  of  a  share  of  the  residue  of 
testator's  estate  was  adeemed  pro  tanio  by  the 
£8500  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  the  settlement 
Stevenson  v.  Masson  ...         ...       7$ 


ULL   BT   JSIAJSt— Legal   and 

Equitable  Estate — Practioe,"]  Where  an  iniant  is 
entitled  both  at  law  and  in  equity  to  real  estate 
as  against  another  who  is  in  wrongful 
he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  equity  on  a  Sill  stating 
these  facts  and  asking  a  declaration  of  title  and 
account,  and  may  join  adult  remaindermen  as  00- 
Plaintiffs.  Crowiher  v,  Crowther  { 23  Bear.  305)  not 
followed.  HowABD  v.  £abl  or  Sbbxwbbcby    S7S 

SQTJITABLE  ASSIOimXHT— Order  to  pay  money 
— Unstamped  bill  of  exchange  '-  109 
See  Unstamped  Bill  of  Exchange. 

SQUITY  01  BXDSIDPTIOV— Law  of  Judgments 
Amendment  Act     -  «  •     4S5 

See  Judgment  Greditob. 

ESTATZ  01  TKUfflEES—WUl—Consiruelian— 
Contingent  Eemainder — Ees  judicata.']  A  te:i* 
tator,  by  will  dated  in  1827,  devised  his  estate  tc^ 
trustees  and  their  heirs  upon  trust  that  they  azui 
their  heirs  should  stand  seised  of  the  same  during 
the  life  of  W,  C,  and  also  until  the  whole  of  the 
testator's  debts  and  the  legacies  thereinafter  men> 
tioned  were  paid,  upon  trust  to  set  and  let  the 
same  and  apply  the  rents  and  yearly  prc^ts,  and 
the  value  of  whatever  timber  might  oe  considcrc<I 


Eq.  Vol.  XVII.] 
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ESTATE  07  TliUSTEB8  >  continueil 
at  its  best  growth,  from  time  to  time,  in  discharge 
of  his  debts  until  thev  were  paid ;   then   upon 
further  trust  to  apply  tne  rents  and  yearly  profits 
from  time  to  time  until  three  legacies  were  paid, 
and  from  thenceforth  to  pay  the  rents  and  yearly 
profits  to  W.  C.  and  his  assigns  during  his  life. 
And  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of 
ir.  C.  and  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  legacies 
and  ftU  expenses  incurred  by  the  trustees,  the 
testator  devised  the  estate  to  the  heirs  of  the 
Yiody  of  W.  C,  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to 
his  own  ri^ht  heirs.    In  1830  the  trustees,  by 
deed   reciting'  that  the  debts  and  legacies  were 
paid,  conveyed  the  estate  to  W.  C.  for  his  life, 
ir.  C.  shortly  afterwards  suffered  a  common  re- 
covery, and  then  mortgaged  the  estate  in  fee  to 
W.     W.  O.  and  W,  afterwards  filed  a  bill  against 
the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee  and  agaiouBt  the 
eldest  son  of   W,  C,  pmying  for  a  declaration 
that  W.  C.  took  an  eqmtable  estate  tail  under  the 
will,  and  for  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  fee  to  W. 
The  son  put  in  an  answer,  submitting  that  W.  C. 
took  only  an  equitable  life  estete,  and  that  the 
conveyance  by  the  trustee  in  1830  was  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  asking  for  a  declaration  to  that 
effect.    A  decree  was  made  without  any  declara- 
tion, directing  the  heir  of  the  trustee  to  convey 
his  estate  under  the  will  to  W,,  subject  to  W,  C*$ 
equity  of  redemption,  and  was  inroUed.     After 
the  death  of  W.  C.  his  eldest  son  filed  his  bill 
against  W.  C  to  recover  the  estate,  on  the  ground 
thftt  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
W,  C.  was  a  contingent  remainder,  and  that  the 
trustees  had  committed  a  breach  of  trust  in  con- 
veying so  as  to  enable  W.  C,  to  destrov  it  by  the 
recovery.     W*  by  answer  insisted  on  the  inroDed 
decree  as  an  adjudication  on  the  question : — Held, 
that  the  trustees  took  a  legal  fee  under  the  will ; 
that  the  rule  in  SheUey'B  (Sue,  therefore,  applied, 
and  that  W,  C.  acquired  a  good  equitable  fee  by 
the  recovery. — A  general  devise  to  trustees  and 
their  heirs  under  a  will,  the  purposes  of  which 
reqiure  them  to  have  some  legal  estate  of  free- 
hold, primd  facie  gives  the  fee,  and  it  lies  on  the 
parties  alleging  that  they  take  a  less  estate  to 
shew  what  less  estate  will  serve  the  purpose : — 
Seld,  also,  that  the  tnut  to  set  and  let,  which 
could  not  be  confined  to  an  authority  to  let  from 
year  to  year,  and  the  direction  as  to  the  timber, 
were  grounds  for  not  cutting  down  tliis  estate  : — 
Held,  further,  that  assuming  the  trustees  not  to 
have  taken  the  fee,  the  estate  for  the  life  of  W,  C, 
which  in  that  view  of  the  case  was  in  1830  their 
only  estate,  was  held  in  trust  for  W.  C.  onlj,  and 
not  upon  any  implied  trust  to  preserve  contingent 
remainders ;  and  tliat  they  were  justified  in  con- 
veying to  W,*C.,  though  their  doing  so  enabled 
him  to  destroy  the  contingent  remainders :  —Held, 
further,  that  as  the  Plaintiff  had  not  asked  to  be 
dismissed   from  the  suit  instituted  by  W,  and 
ir.  C.,  but  had  raised  the  question  of  construc- 
tion in  that  suit,  he  was  bound  by  the  decree, 
the  direction  in  which  to  the  trustee  to  convey 
his  estate  was  a  decision  that  he  had  an  estate, 
i^nd  that  the  trustees  had  taken  the  fee  under  the 
vili.    €k>LUER  V.  Waltsbs  ^  .  -     2ttl 


XVlDBVOGB — Affidavit  sworn  abroad. 

See  AFFfDAViT  swoEV  Abboao. 
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WIDESCE-^continued. 

Bankruptcy— Secured  creditor— Production 

of  security    -  -  -  -     575- 

.  See  Creditob  holding  Secubity. 

Expenses  of  witness     -  -  -     288 

See  Expenses  or  Witness. 

r  Forged  cheque — Comparison  of  handwriting. 

See  PBODucnoK  of  Documbnts.  2.   [517 

Unstamped  bill  of  exchange  -  -     109 

See  UN8TA3IPBD  Bill  of  Exchange. 

SXGLXrSIVE  APFOIRTM JSIf T—  WiU—Non-exclu- 
8ive  Poieer — Oift  of  Legacie$  followed  by  GifU  of 
Residue — Implied  Charge  of  Legacies.^    TTie  doc- 
trine of  Oremlle  v.  Broume  (7  H.  L.  0.  689),  viz.,. 
that  a  gift  of  legacies,  followed  by  a  gift  of  the 
residue  of  the  r^  and  personal  estate,  charges^ 
the  legacies  on  the  residuary  real  estate,  is  ap- 
plicable to  a  gift  of  legacies  followed  by  a  g^t  of 
the  residue  of  all  the  property  of  the  testator, 
and  over  which  the  testator  has  a  power  of  ap* 
pointment,  though  the  power  be  special  and  non- 
exclusive; and  in  such  a  case  the  legacies  are. 
charged  on  property  subject  to  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment.— A   testatrix,  having   power  to  appoint 
certain  funds  by  w|ll  in  favour  of  A,,  B.,  u^  D., 
and  E.,  in  such  parts,  shores,  and  proportions  as 
she  might  think  fit,  and  having  no  other  power,, 
by  her  will  gave  legacies  of  £5  each  to  A.,  B., 
and  C,  and  all  the  residue  of  her  property,  of 
whatever  kind  and  wheresover  situate,  and  over 
which  she  had  any  power  of  appointment,  to  i>. 
and  E.,  and  died  leaving  some  personal  estate  of 
her  own : — Held,  that  the  will  was  a  valid  execu- 
tion of  the  power.    Gainsfobo  r.  Dunn   >     405 

BZECfUnOV  CBEmTOB  —  Trader  Debtor  — 
Seizure  for  Dd>t  above  £50Sube»ment  Seizure 
for  Dd}t  under  £5(h-Liquidation  JretUion  before 
Sale — BighU  of  Secona  Execution  Creditor — 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict,  c,  71),  m.  6 
(0U&-«.  5),  12,  13,  S7  "Bankruptcy  Bulee,  1870, 
r.  260.]  On  the  25th  of  November  the  sheriff 
seized  the  goods  of  a  trader  under  a  writ  of 
execution  for  £191,  and  on  the  16th  of  December 
another  seizure  was  made  for  a  debt  of  £32.  Oi^ 
the  30th  of  December  the  debtor  filed  a  liquida* 
tion  petition.  At  this  time  the  sheriff  was  still 
in  possession,  but  no  sale  had  been  made.  On 
the  22nd  of  January  a  trustee  was  appointed  :— 
Held,  that  the  creditor  for  the  £32  was  entitled 
to  proceed  to  a  sale  under  his  execution.  Ex 
pa»4«  Lo\KBiNO.    /nrePRAOOOK     -  -     459- 

EZECUTOB — Advances  by — Interest         >     554 
See  Intebest  on  Balances. 

Apportionment    of    rent — Devise    of  real 

estate  -  -  -  -     289 

See  Appobtiovmekt  of  Bent.    2. 

Fund  in  Chancery — Order  for  payment  out 

of  Court       -  -  -     '    -     850 

See  Payment  out  of  Coubt.    2. 

-^  De  eon  tort — Administration  suit — ^Parties 
See  Exboutob  de  son  Tobt.  \2^ 

De  eon  ^t^— Payment  of  interest  on  debt 

—Statute  of  Limitations  -  -       71 

See  Limitations,  Statute  of. 

EXXOVTOB  BE  80V  TOTLT—Parties—Admini^ 
tration    Suit — Leqal    Perianal    Bepreeentative — 
Vracfice^Coets  o}  the  Day.]    The  legal  personal 
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XXSOUTOB  BE  BOH  WSLT— continued, 

representatiye  of  a  testator  is  a  necessary  party 
to  a  snit  for  the  administration  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate ;  and  if  he  is  not  made  »  pcurty, 
no  decree  can  be  made  in  such  a  suit,  even  al- 
though an  executor  de  ton  tort  and  the  trustees 
of  the  real  estate  are  before  the  Court — Rayner 
T.  Koehler  (Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  262)  and  Coote  y. 
WhiUington  (Law  Rep.  16  Eq.  534)  dissented 
from. — Where  it  is  plain  on  the  face  of  the  bill 
that  a  suit  is  defeotiye  for  want  of  parties,  a 
Defendant  raising  the  objection  at  the  hearing 
is  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  day,  although  he 
may  not  have  taken  the  objection  by  his  answer. 

ROWSELL  v.  MOBBIS      -  -  -  -         20 

SXOnSSATIOH— Mortgaged  estate — ^Direction  to 
pay  debts — Locke  King's  Act  -  158 
See  Locke  Enro's  Act. 


01  WITHESS  ^Practice  —  Cross- 
Ezaminatum  of  WUneas — Production  of — Pay- 
ment of  Expenses  under  Rtde  19  of  ihe  Order  of 
-5th  Feb,y  1861.]  The  party  on  whose  behalf  a 
witness  giyes  evidence,  if  required  by  the  other 
side  to  produce  him  for  cross-examination,  is 
bound  in  the  first  instance  to  pay  such  witness 
his  reasonable  expenses,  even  though  lie  may  be 
•out  of  the  jurisdiction.    Richabds  v.  Goddard 

[288 

70BECL081JBS — Judgment  creditor  —  Right  to 
filebUl         -  -  -  -     485 

See  Judgment  Gbeditob. 

Sale — Absent  mortgagor — Pro  confesso  425 

See  FoBBCLOSUBE  Suit. 


Transfer   of   mortgage   after   certificate — 

Revivor  and  supplement    -         -       14 
See  Revivob  and  Supplement. 

TOBEGLOfUBS  BUTT -- Mortgage  ^  Sdie^Ahsent 
Mortgagor,']  After  a  decree  for  foreclosure,  but 
before  it  was  drawn  up,  a  sale  was  directed  on 
the  application  of  one  of  the  Defendants,  a  puisne 
mortgagee,  with  the  consent  of  the  prior  mort- 
gagees, in  the  absence  of  the  mortgagor,  against 
whom  the  bill  had  been  taken  pro  confet^eo, 
WooDPOBD  V.  Bbooking         ...     425 

TOBEST  07  BEAK— Free  miners— Right  to  gnles 
See  Fbbe  Minebs.  [502 

70E6BD  CHEQUE— Comparison  of  handwriting 
See  Pboduotioh  of  Doctments.    2.  [517 

TBAin>— Policy  attained  by  -  -       85 

See  Restbainino  Action  on  Polict. 

EBATJD8,  STATUTE  07— OoUateral  ogreemcnt 

See  Collateral  Aobeement.  [808 
Notice  to  treat  by  railway  company  -     217 

See  COMPULBOBY  POWEBS.      2. 
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\  — Petition  of  Right  — Biglit  to 
"  Odes" — Application  for  Grants  Death  before 
Registration — Transmissible  Interest,']  J.  D.,  a 
free  miner  of  the  Forest  of  Dean^  applied  for  a 
vacant  gale,  and  his  application  wss  duly  entered 
in  the  books  of  Ihe  gaveller,  who  thereupon  gave 
notice  Ihat  a  grant  of  the  gale  would  be  made  on 
4i  particular  day. — Other  applicants  appeared 
whose  claims  were  disallowed,  but  the  grant  of 
the  gale  was  delayed  until  the  free  miner  died, 
when  his  devisees  presented  a  petition  of  right 
claiming  to  bo  entitled  to  a  grant  of  the  gale  in 


Mitinued. 

right  of  /.  D, — ^Demnirer,  on  the  ground  tlut 
/.  D,  had  not  acquired  a  title  to  the  gale,  tnnt- 
missible  by  will,  overruled  utith  costs  agaiii:(t  tbe 
Crown.    James  t.  The  Queen 

GALEB — ^Free  miners — Forest  of  Dean 

See  Fbee  Minebs. 

GABHIBEEE    OBBEB— Lunatic  —  Bankiug  ar- 
counts — Box  of  securities  -  -    224 

See  Deposit  fob  Sate  CuflnoDT. 

OENEBiL  0BDER8, 7E&  1861,  r.  19        -    2» 
See  Bxpenses  of  Withssb. 

aSHEBAL  BULES  IE  BABZBUFTCT,  1870,  r.  39 
See  Debtob's  Suvxcns.  [4M 

rr.  67,  72,  78     -  -  -         -     iT5 

See  Cbeditou  holding  SECCBrrr. 

r.  260 4a 

See  Execction  Cbeditob. 

r.  202 61 

See  Costs  of  Liquidation. 

0EVEBALW0BD8— Schedule  of  paioels  -    37S 

See  Schedule  or  Pabckls. 
0I7T  OOUPLED  WITH  BUTT — irtB— GmifrTT- 
tion — Annuity  to  Trustee.]  A  gift  of  an  annaitr 
to  a  trustee,  so  long  as  he  shoold  continDe  ^' 
execute  the  office  of  trustee : — H^d  to  detenniue 
on  the  cesser  of  active  trusts  by  the  paymest  of 
the  whole  of  the  trust  property  to  a  p^son  ak^ 
lutely  entitled,  without  a  aevoratio&  of  the  office 
of  trustee  on  any  other  person.  Hull  v.  Chbi£- 
TTAN       -  -  -  -  -  -     546 

HUSBAND  AHD  WIFE — Restraint  on  sotieiw- 

tion 406 

See  Restbaint  on  ANnciPATroN. 

Will  of  married  woman  -         -    426 

See  Will  of  Kabbied  Woman. 

ulegitixate  cmr.DBEif  —  wm—Gift  tv  rv 

horn  Illegitimate  Children  of  Testator— Marriage 
with  Deceased  Wife's  Sister,]  A  gift  by  a  tes- 
tator or  testatrix  to  his  or  her  unborn  child  bj  « 
particular  person,  not  being  the  wife  or  biufaajMl 
of  the  testator  or  testatrix,  b  good,  provided  thi 
child  has  acquired  the  reputation  of  being  such 
before  the  death  of  the  testator  or  teststzii-— 
Where,  therefore,  a  testatrix  who  hos  gone  throagii 
the  ceremony  of  marriage  with  P.,  the  hadvLil 
of  her  deceased  sister,  bequeathed  her  residmrj 
estate  upon  trust  for  all  her  children  by  P-,  a^d 
died  eight  years  after  the  date  of  the  will,  leaving 
two  children,  one  of  whom  was  bom  at  the  dato 
of  the  will,  and  the  otlier  only  a  few  weeks  bil«<^ 
the  death  of  the  testatrix  :—Held,  that  the  secosi 
child,  having  before  the  death  of  the  testotrix 
acquired  the  reputation  of  being  her  child  bj  P-* 
was  entitled  to  share  in  the  estate.  In  re  G<*'i|- 
win's  Tbust     -  -  -         _         -    345 

2. Will^Gift  to  Children  Md  to  eppi!f 

to  reputed  Children,]  A  testator  gave  all  his  Rsi 
and  personal  property  to  his  wife,  Jf.  i>n  ^  ^'^ 
to  apply  the  same  to  her  own  personal  aae  for 
life,  and  he  left  her  at  liberty  to  dispose  of  tjie 
property  amongst  their  chil<ben  by  will  as  slit 
should  think  fit ;  and,  should  she  make  no  wiU. 
he  desired  that  the  property  existing  at  herdeau 
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JLLBGIiaiATE  tSEUJURXS-^otUinued.  ^ 
should  be  divided  equally  between  his  children 
by  her.  The  teatator  had  two  illegitimate  children 
by  ilf.  i>.,  who  were  recognised  by  him  and  bap- 
tised as  his  children,  and  he  had  married  her  the 
day  before  he  made  his  will.  There  were  no  chil- 
ilren  bom  after  the  marriage: — Held,  that  the 
two  illegitimate  children  were  the  objects  of  the 
power  of  appointment  to  M,  D.,  and  that  they 
would  take  as  the  children  of  the  testator  by  her 
1q  dc&ult  of  her  executing  the  power.  Dobin  v. 
DoBiN    -  .....     408 

IKFLICATION— Charge    of  legacies— Bcsidaary 

gift 406 

See  ExoLUSiTB  Afpoiktment. 

lafe  estate  -         -         -         -     320 

See  Pbkoatobt  Tbust. 

nrOOXX  OB  OOBFirB— Annuity      -  -     324 

See  AimuiTY  OHABazD  on  Gobfus.    1. 

IK7AHT~£jectment  biU  by  >  -     878 

See  £jECTMKNT  Bill  bt  Infant. 

Next  friend        -  -         -  -     347 

See  Next  Fbiend. 

IKJUKCnOH — Action  on  policy  of  insurance  86 
See  BMffTBAismQ  Action  on  Policy. 

Bankruptcy        -  -  -         -     382 

See  iNjDNcnoN  ix  BANKBrrrcY. 

Before  decree— County  Coui-t  -  -     297 

See  Injunction  by  County  Coukt. 
Contract  for  raising  and  selling  coal  -     182 

See  CONTBACT  FOB  BAISINQ  COAL. 

Injury  to  reputation — Suspension  of  ship's 

class  .....  190 
See  Injury  to  Befctation. 

Trade-mark        ...         -       29 

See  Tbadb-mabk. 

Winding-up— Judgment  creditor       -     268 

See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

nrXTTHCnOir  BT  COTTBTT  eOVUT^Admhustra' 
iion  Suit  in  County  Court^Actum  by  Creditor  of 
Intestate  —  Injunction  before  Decree  —  Ex  parte 
Order-^County  Court  Orders  in  Equity,  1865, 
Ord.  /.,  r.  8;  Ord,  xiL^  r.  1.]  Notwithstanding 
that,  by  Order  L,  rule  8,  of  the  County  Court 
Orders  in  Equity,  1865,  a  decree  cannot  be  made 
till  a  month  after  the  plaiot  has  been  filed,  a 
Ootmty  Court  Judge  has  not  jurisdiction  under 
Order  xn.,  rule  1,  of  the  County  Court  Orders  in 
Equity,  1865,  in  a  creditor's  administration  suit 
before  decree,  or  on  an  ex  parte  application,  to 
restrain  a  oieditor^s  action  commenced  previously 
to  the  Institution  of  the  suit.    Nokes  v,  Gandy 

297 

mjuHCTiov  nr  bahkeuptcy— a)«i»o«//<on— 

Failure  of  Debtor  to  pay — Action  by  Creditor — 
Sankruficy  Act,  1869  (32  4r  S3  Vict,  c.  71),  «. 
126.]    The  creditors  of  two  debtors  who  filed  a 
liquidation  petition  resolved  to  accept  a  compo- 
sition payable  in  three  instalments,  respectively 
At  six,  twelve,  and  eighteen  months  after  the  re- 
gistration of  the  resolution.    The  amount  of  the 
<lebt  due  to  one  of  the  creditors  was  disputed, 
'f  he  first  instalment  was  paid  to  him  upon  the  | 
MQm  for  which  he  claimied,  and  it  was  agreed  that  , 
the  true  amount  of  his  debt  should  be  deter-  | 
mined  by  the  Begistrar.    The  creditor  did  not 


IVJT7H0TI0H  IK  UJXZBJfnffi-^ooniinued. 
take  any  steps  to  have  this  amount  determined 
until  after  the  1st  of  February,  1878,  when  the 
third  instalment  fell  du&  The  amount  of  the 
debt  was  determined  by  the  Court  on  the  29th  of 
July,  1873.  Some  discussion  then  took  place 
between  the  solicitors  of  the  parties  as  to  the 
terms  in  which  the  order  was  to  be  drawn  up, 
and  ultimately,  on  the  19th  of  August,  the  cre- 
ditor's solicitor  wrote  a  letter  assenting  to  the 
order  as  drawn  by  the  debtor's  solicitors,  m  which 
letter  he  said :  "  When  the  order  is  signed  I  shall 
be  glad  to  know  if  you  are  prepared  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  composition.^'  The  order  was 
signed  by  the  Begistrar  on  ^e  27th  of  August. 
On  the  22nd  of  August  the  debtors  proposed  to 
the  creditor  that  they  should  pay  the  balance  of 
the  composition  due  to  him,  not  in  cash,  but 
partly  in  bills  and  partly  in  cash.  The  next  day 
the  creditor  declined  Uiis  proposal,  and  ou  the 
25th  made  a  demand  for  the  full  amount  of  the 
debt.  On  the  27th  of  August  the  debtprs  ten- 
dered to  the  creditor  the  balance  of  the  compo- 
sition in  cash,  but  he  refused  to  receive  it;  and  on 
the  29th  of  August  he  commenced  an  action  to 
recover  the  balance  of  his  debt,  after  deducting 
the  first  instalment  which  he  had  received : — Held 
(a£Srming  the  decision  of  the  County  Court 
Jud^e),  wat  it  would  be  inequitable  to  nllow  the 
creditor  to  proceed  with  his  action,  and  that  he 
must  be  restrained  from  doing  so.  Ex  parte  Kino. 
In  re  Habpeb  ...  -  -     882 

IKJTTHOnOH  nr  WXHUmCK-UP  —  Company  — 
Voluntary  Winding-up — Action  by  Creditor — 
Staying  Execution — C!osf« — Companies  Act,  1862, 
«.  138/)  Where,  after  the  commencement  of  a 
voluntary  wioding-up,  a  creditor  brings  an  action 
and  recovers  judgment  agaiast  the  company,  the 
Court  wilt,  under  sect.  138  of  the  Companies  Act, 
1862,  stay  execution  upon  the  terms  of  the  cre- 
ditor being  admitted  to  prove  in  the  winding-up 
for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  the  costs  of  the  action 
at  law,  and  the  costs  of  the  application  to  stay 
execution. — In  re  Keynsltam  Company  (33  Beav. 
128),  In  re  Life  Association  of  England  (34  L.  J. 
(Ch.)  64),  In  re  Peninsular,  <tc.,  Banldng  Com- 
pany (35  Beav.  280),  and  Ex  parte  Levick  (LblW 
Kep.  5  £q.  C9),  discussed.  In  re  Poole  Fnui- 
BfiicK  AND  Blue  Clat  Company 


DTTUBT  10  'BXPVTATJOV— Published  Registry  of 
Ships — Ship's  doss — Injunction.']  Upon  motion 
for  an  injunction  by  subecribers  to  an  association 
called  The  Underuriten^  Begistryj  who  had  had 
a  ship  registered  bv  the  association  in  the  highest 
class,  to  restrain  the  Defendants,  the  committee 
of  the  association,  from  inserting,  after  a  sub- 
sequent survey  allowed  by  the  Plaintifis,  in  their 
published  registry  of  ships  the  words  **  (^lass  sus- 
pended "  against  the  Plainti£b*  ship : — Held,  that 
the  Defendants  were  justified  in  notifying  to  their 
subscribers  and  the  public  their  honest  opinion  as 
to  the  merite  of  the  ship,  and  had  a  ri^ht  to 
suspend  the  class  until  the  Plaintiffs  should  have 
altered  the  ship  according  to  their  requiremente. 
Cloveb  v.  Botden     ....     190 

IHSTBimZHT  IK  WBITZHiK-Transfer  of  shares 
— Custom  of  company        ->  -     278 

See  Tbansfkr  of  Shares. 
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IHTBBEffT — Advances  by  osoeutor  •     654 

See  Intebisst  on  Balances. 

— —  Payment  by  executor  de  eon  tort — Statute  of 
Limitations  -  -  -  -       71 

See  Limitations,  Statute  of. 

DimXST  ON  BALKHCB^WiU—Adminislra' 
Hon — Interest  aU&wed  to  Executor  on  Advanees."] 
By  the  will  of  a  trader,  the  residue  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  including  his  stock-in-trade  and 
effects  used  therein  and  the  goodwill  of  his  busi- 
ness, was  bequeathed  to  a  trustee  and  executor, 
upon  ordinary  trusts  for  sale  and  conyersion.  The 
executor  had  from  time  to  time  out  of  his  own 
moneys  advanced  various  sums  in  excess  of  the 
balance  in  his  hands. — The  Court,  in  administra- 
tion, allowed  the  executor  £4  per  cent,  on  the 
balances  appearing  due  to  him  at  the  end  of  each 
year,  without  including  any  interest  in  the  com- 
putation of  such  balances.  ForcH  V.  Pescott     554 

DITEB8ECTED  UJSDB^Bailwau  Company^ 
Right  of  Way— Level  Croning—Efect  of  Change 
in  Condition  of  Land.']  A  railway  company 
taking  land  compulsorily  contractea  to  make 
communications  by  level  crossings  between  two 
severed  portions  of  an  estate.  The  estate  then 
consisted  of  marsh  or  mud  land,  and  was  subject 
to  a  statutory  prohibition  against  beiog  built 
upon.  The  prohibition  Iiavin^  been  afterwards 
removed,  ana  the  land  becoming  applicable  for 
building  purposes  :—Held,  that  a  right  of  way 
over,  under,  or  across  a  railway  was  prima  facie 
general,  and  not  restricted  to  purposes  to  which 
the  land  was  applicable  at  the  time  the  right 
arose,  and  the  right  being  unrestricted  in  terms 
gave  the  ownera  and  occupiers  of  the  land  the  use 
of  the  level  crossings  for  all  purposes  connected 
with  houses  or  buildings  subsequently  erected  or 
to  be  erected  on  the  estate,  but  not  so  as  to  ob- 
struct the  proper  working  of  the  railway.  United 
Land  Gompant  v,  Gbkat  Eastern  Bailwat  Gom- 

FANY       ......       158 


JVDOXEHT  CBXDIT0B— cojiimuecf. 

redemption  and  faredosare  decree  was  made,  mt- 
withstanding  the  provisioiu  of  the  Btatnte  27  ft  2!< 
Vict,  c  112.    Beokbtt  v,  'Bookut  -    iSI 

JUBISDIOnON— Charity  Gommisaianers  -    Ml 
See  Chakttt  Commtssionbbs. 

County  Court— Equitable  jurisdiction    MS, 

[415 
See  County  Coubt  Jubisdictiov.    1, 1 

County  Court — Injunction  before  decree  197 

See  Injunction  by  County  Coubt. 

Injunction  to  restrain  sale  of  ooal      .    1)2 

See  Contract  for  baisino  Goal. 

Rectification  of  i^gister — Companies  Act. 

1862,  s.  35    -  -  -  -     273 

See  Rectification  of  Rbgisteb. 

LABSIr- Trade-mark— '*  Xouiishing  Stout  **     » 
See  Tbade-mabk. 


LEASE — ^Covenant  not  to  assign — Underieatevith 
like  provisions         -  -  .    M9 

See  Covenant  not  to  assign. 

Mine — ^Mode  of  working — Evidenee  of  cos- 
torn  -  .  -  >  .  I» 
See  3IINING  Lease. 

IBOACY— Free  of  legacy  duty — Deficiency  of  n- 
sidue-  -  -  -  -    419 

See  Legacy  Duty. 


Repetition  of      - 

See  Cumulative  Gifts. 


M 


r — Power  of  trustees — Administra- 
tion  suit  -         -      .         <-       94 

See  IVIanagement  by  Trustees. 

Purchase-money  —  Land  Tax  Redemption 

Act    -  -  -  -  -     156 

See  Reinvestment  of  Purchase-money. 

JTJDGIIEHT— Court  of  Chancerjr— Power  to  ante- 
date— Death  of  Plaintiff  after  hearing 

See  Nunc  pbo  Tunc.  [561 

—  Injunction    against    judgment    creditor — 
•     Windiug-up  -  -  -     S68 

See  Injunction  in  Winding-up. 

—  Mortgaged    estate  —  Law   of   Judgments 

Amendment  Act     ...     485 
See  Judgment  Creditor. 

JUDGXERT  CBJSDVtGR— Elegit— Equity  of  JRe- 
demplion — BiU  by  Judgment  Creditor  for  Redemp- 
tion and  Foreclosure — Law  of  Judgments  Amend- 
numt  Ad  (27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112),  ss.  1,  4.]  On  a 
bill  filed  against  mortgagees  and  mortgagor,  who 
was  also  a  judgment  debtor,  by  a  judgment  credi- 
tor who  had  issued  a  writ  of  elegit  against  the 
goodd  and  hereditaments  of  the  judgment  debtor, 
but  the  execution  of  which,  in  consequence  of  the 
mortgages,  could  not  be  proceeded  with,  for  ao- 
oonnts,  redemption,  and  foreclosure,  the  ordinary 


LEOACT  JHUTY—Administration  —  Cods—Biti- 
due.^  Testator  gave  certain  legacies  free  of  legacv 
duty,  simpliciter,  and  other  legacies  free  of  lenrr 
duty,  witn  a  direction  that  the  duty  ahoula  te 
paid  out  of  his  residuary  estate.  The  oorpw  of 
the  legacies  and  the  duty  having  been  paid,  it 
was  ascertained  that  the  estate  was  deficieot,  so 
that  there  was  no  residue  available  for  paymeDt  o^ 
the  duty  directed  to  be  thereby  borne:— ^eU, 
that  the  gift  of  duty  out  of  the  lesidoary  estate 
failed  |7ro  tanto,  aud  that  the  legatees  whose  l^;wy 
duty  was  to  be  borne  by  the  residuary  estate  miBt 
themselves  bear  the  legacy  duty  to  the  extent  to 
which  the  general  personal  estate  was  insoflicieQt 
to  pay  the  same.    Wilson  r.  O'Lbaby       -    418 

LETTEB  OF  S7P0THSCATI0H— Bill  of  lading 

|W 

See  Securities  for  Bilia  of  Excsakgk. 
LEVEL  CBOBSIKG — ^Intersected  lands— RigJit  of 
way— Change  in  condition  of  land    Ut 
See  Intbbsbcted  Lands. 

LIElf — Annuity — ^Real  estate — Arrears — Poww 
of  distress     -  -  .       8H  4^ 

See  Annuity  chabged  on  Corpus.    1.  2. 

Bankers — Deposit  of  box  of  secnrities     8M 

See  Defosft  fob  Safe  Custody. 

Policy  of  insurance — ^Premium  paid  by  mort- 
gagee -  -  -  .  J16 
See  Lien  on  Policy  BIoxxy. 

Solicitor — Charge  on  property  recovered  8B 

See  SouciTOB*8  Lien. 

USE  OH  POLIOY  MOHET— Jfort^a^a-Payii^ 
of  Premiums  by  Mortgagees — Sahags — Zw«— /«■ 
terest.']  A  poUoy  of  assuianoe  on  the  life  of  0* 
granted  to  a  trustee  for  her,  was  assigned  to  trv- 
tees,  upon  trust  to  invest  the  proceeds  at  the  death 
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Ua  OH  POLIGT  MXmSlt— continued, 
of  G.  for  the  benefit  of  C.  for  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  wiihoat  power  of  anticipation,  and  after  her 
death  Qpon  trusts  as  she  should  appoint,  and  in 
default  of  appointment  for  the  persons  who  would 
be  entitled  to  her  personal  estate.    The  trustees 
had  power  to  pay  the  premiums.    Kotice  was 
^iyen  to  the  assurance  company  of  the  assignment 
C.  subsequently,  by  a  deed  to  which  G.  was  a 
party,  appointed  the  policy  and  the  moneys  to  he- 
come  due  thereon  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  moneys  (with  interest  at  5  per  oent^ 
advanced  to  O,  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  U. 
and  children.    Kotice  was  given  to  the  surviving 
trustee  of  the  settlement  and  to  the  assurance 
company.     The  Plaintiffs  had,  in  consequence  of 
the  trustee  and  others  interested  in  the  policy  re- 
fusing to  pay  them,  paid  the  premiums  and  kept 
the  policy  on  foot.    On  the  death  of  G.  the  assur- 
ance company  paid  the  policy  moneys  to  the 
trustees,  who  refused  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs  the 
«umB  due  to  them.     The  poltcv  moneys  were 
afterwards  paid  into  Court.— On  bill  filed  by  the 
Plaintiffs : — JSdd,  that  they  wi^re  entitled  to  be 
repaid  at  onoe  the  moneys  which  they  had  ad- 
vauced  lor  the  payment  of  the  premiums  with 
interest  at  4  per  cent,  and  1  per  cent  odbre  on  the 
death  of  C    Gill  v.  Downing        -         -     316 

IJFS  XFSUBiJIGE — Premiums  paid  by  mort- 
gagee -  -  -  -  816 
See  LiBN  OH  Pouor  Money. 

IIQUIDATIDH  BY  ABBAHGSMSHT— Duties  of 
trustee — Audit  of  accounts  -     467 

See  Tbustu  in  Liqdi2>ation. 

— -  Superseded  by  bankruptcy      -  -       61 

See  Costs  ot  Liquidation. 

XDm  OV  YALTIE — Jurisdiction  of  Coimty  Court 
See  CoxTNTY  Coubt  JuBifia>iCTioN.     [416 

mcnn  OV  deviation — Compulsory  powera — 
Notice  of  application  to  Parliament  476 
See  Compulsory  Powsbs.    8. 

XnOTATIOm,  CrrATUTE  Or—CreditorU  Suit" 
Lajne  of  Time—AbMnoe  of  Personal  Bepreaenta^ 
iive — Acknowledgment  of  DAt — Executor  de  son 
^I'ort — Coete.']  A  testator  being,  at  the  time  of  his 
death  in  1857,  indebted  to  B,  on  simple  contract, 
gave  by  his  will  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  appointed  /.  and  E,  executors. 
The  will  was  not  proved  for  many  years,  but  the 
widow  took  possession  of  all  the  property,  and 
paid  interest  on  the  debt  to  February,  1864.  In 
September,  1870,  the  will  was  proved,  and  then 
B.  filed  his  bill  on  behalf  of  hunself  and  other 
creditors  against  the  widow  and  the  executors : — 
SeUd,  that  the  claim  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Idmiiations,  and  that  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 

with  costs.     BOATWBIQBT  V.  BOATWBiaBT  -         71 

LOCAL  BOABD— Towns  improvement — ^Power  to 
take  property — Scheduled  lands  -     694 

See  CCOIFULBOBY  POWXBS.     4. 

lOOKB  Knr0'8  ACT  (17  d:  18  VicL  e.  113);  30 
^  81  VieLc.  eO^WiU-'Mortmiged  EstaU^DtreC' 
turn  for  Payment  of  DAta — Exoneration — Specific 
Berife,']  A  testator,  who  was  entitled  to  an  estate 
subject  to  a  mortgage,  -devised  nart  of  it  for  the 
^nfdHt  of  his  widow  for  life,  and  the  remainder  to 
bis  residuaiy  devisee,  and  beoueathed  his  personal 
'Estate  subject  to  debts,  and  oirected  that  the  de- 


LOCXS  EDTCPS  ACT—cmUinued. 

ficiency  should  be  charged  on  his  residuary  real 
e^state  : — JTeldf  that  no  contrary  or  other  intention 
was  shewn  within  the  meauin^  of  Locke  King's 
Ad,  so  as  to  exonerate  the  widow's  life  interest 
from  keeping  down  a  proportionate  part  of  the 
interest  on  the  mortgage. — Broumson  v.  Latcrance 
(Law  Rep.  6  Eq.  1)  questioned.  Sac&yillx  f. 
Smith   ------     153 

LXTKACY — Banking  account — Garnishee  order 

See  Deposit  fob  Safe  Custody.       [224 

ICAJOSITT  01  CBLEDTTOBB—Composition^Ac' 
ceptance  of  Composition — Subsequent  Besoluiion  of 
Creditors  to  reduce  the  Amount  oj  Composition — 
Eights  of  Dissentient  Creditor — Bavkru^y  Act, 
1869  (32  A  83  Viet  c.  71.  «.  126).]  The  pro- 
vision of  sect  126  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869, 
that  "  the  creditors  may  by  an  extraordinary  re- 
solution add  to  or  vary  tne  provisions  of  any  com- 
position previously  accepted  by  them,  without 
prejudice  to  any  persons  taking  interests  under 
Bucn  provisions  who  do  not  assent  to  such  addi- 
tion or  variatiun,**  enables  the  creditors  to  reduce 
the  amount  of  the  composition  previously  accepted 
by  them,  and  to  bind  a  dissentient  creditor  to  the 
same  extent  as  he  was  bound  by  the  original  reso- 
lution.— The  word  "  persons  "  in  the  above  clause 
is  used  in  contradistinction  to  the  word  '*  credi- 
tors." Ex  parte  Badoliffe  Investmeht  Com- 
pany.   In  re  Gloveb  -  -  -     121 

MAKAaEMSHT  BT  T!KUVrEEB^Administration 
Decree — Powers  of  Management  —  Discretion  of 
Trustees — Investment — Control  by  Court,']  After 
an  administration  decree  has  been  made  all  powers 
of  management  of  the  estate  which  may  be  vested 
in  trustees  are  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Court ; 
and  the  Judge  who  exercises  such  control  must 
be  personally  satisfied  of  the  propriety  of  the 
course  proposed  to  be  adopted  by  the  trustees. 
— Trustees  having  power  to  invest  certain 
moneys  belonging  to  a  testator's  estate  at  their 
discretion,  and  having  also  power  to  continue  or 
change  securities  from  time  to  time  as  to  the 
majority  should  seem  meet,  applied  to  the  Court 
in  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  trust  estate 
for  liberty  to  invest  the  moneys  in  and  to  convert 
securities  into  American  funds  or  railway  stocks. 
Infants  wero  interested  in  the  trust  estate: — Held, 
that  if  the  trustees  had  the  discretion  they  claimed 
(which  was  doubtful),  the  Court  ought  not,  in  a 
case  where  infants  wero  interested,  to  permit  them 
to  exeroise  that  dlscrotion  in  the  way  they  pro- 
posed.   Bethell  V.  Abbahau        -         -       24 

MABi;^  IKSTJBAirOS— Hypothecation  of  policy 
See  Seoubities  iob  Bills  of  Exohaxob. 


Suit   to   restrain   action   and   deliver 

liC! 


POIM^ 

See  B 
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EffTRAiNna  AonoM  on  Policy. 

XASBIAOE  SEmXKSHT— Covenant  for  future 
settlement — Bankruptcy  -  -  116 
See  Covenant  to  svrTf.E. 

MASSEALUSQ'— Administration  ^Specific  De- 
vise— Besiduary  BeaUy — Deficient  Estate— Con- 
tribution.'] In  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
a  testator  whose  personal  assets  are  deficient, 
spedfially  devised  estates  are  not  liable  to  oon- 
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lUiSJBE£JJJSQ^€ontin  ited. 

tribute  towards  meeting  the  deficiency  until  the 
residuary  retil  estate  has  been  exhausted.  Lance- 
FDELD  V,  Igguloem      -  -  -  -     556 

ICATB  Of  SHIP — Receipts  for  gtx)ds — ^Property 
in  goods — Local  custom  -  -  W 
^  Fhopebtt  in  Goods  bhippsd. 

UEXOBAHDTJX  07  ASSOCIATION— Subscriber- 
Paid-up  sliares  -  -  -  169 
See  SuBSCRiBEB  OF  Mehobamdum. 

XI5E — Foreito/Dean — Free  miners — Gales  502 
See  Fbee  Minibs. 

Lease — Mode  of  working  —  Evidence  of 

custom  -  _  -  -     358 

See  MnnKG  Lease. 

IQHXRALS  —  Compensation  for  —  Damage  by 
severanoe — Waterworks  Clauses  Aot,1847 
See  Co3iFULflOBT  Powers.    3.  [476 

UHIHCF  LEASE  —  Coal  Mines  —  Covenant  hy 
Lessees — Mode  of  Working — Working  Seams  in 
Consecutive  Order — Evidence  of  Cnstom—Bill  for 
Injunetion,']  By  a  lease  of  collieries  in  ChesMrc, 
certain  pits  or  mines,  comprising  the  T,  mine, 
which  was  the  uppermost,  the  S,  mine,  which 
was  the  next,  and  the  C.  mine,  which  was  the 
lowest,  were,  with  other  higher  and  intervening 
mines,  demised  to  lessees  with  power  to  work  and 
g^t  coal  from  the  same  at  a  fixed  rent,  and  with  a 
covenant  that  they  should  work  and  carry  on  the 
mines  with  their  utmost  skill  and  ability,  in  the 
hest  and  most  effectual  manner,  to  the  best  advan- 
tage, and  according  to  the  common  mode  and  usual 
practice  of  carrying  on  ooal  works  or  collieries  with 
effect.— On  a  bill  by  the  lessor,  alleging  that  the 
Defendants,  after  having  for  some  time  worked 
the  said  three  mines,  ha4  ceased  working  the  7*. 
mine,  and  also  that  they  were  working  the  C. 
mine  in  advance  of  the  B,  mine,  and  praving  in- 
junctions accordingly: — Held,  that,  under  the 
terms  of  the  covenant,  the  Defendfints  were  en- 
titled to  work  any  of  the  mines  without  working 
all,  or  all  that  they  had  commenced  to  work ;  that, 
according  to  the  evidence  before  the  Court,  it  was 
the  common  practice  in  the  district  to  work  a 
lower  seam  of  coal  before  working  a  higher;  that 
there  was  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  Defen- 
dants were  committiog  a  breach  of  the  covenant ; 
and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs.  Lord 
Asmais  v.  AsBToir    ....     S58 

"  HOHET  "^--Wtllr-Consiruction—"  Money  due  at 
my  Deceeue  *' —  Unliquidated  Damages,']  A  oequest 
of  "  all  and  every  sum  or  sums  of  money  which 
may  be  due  to  me  at  my  decease"  will  pass 
dami^es  recovered  in  an  action  by  the  executor 
for  a  breach  of  covenant  committed  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator.    BiDi  v.  Harbison  -  .       -       76 

XOHST  AT  BA!RK— Savings  of  separate  estate 

See  Will  of  Married  Woman.      [426 

M0ST6AOE — AdminiBtration  suit  by  mortgagee — 
Costs  -  -  -  -     421 

See  Costs  of  ADMimffTRATioM  Suit. 

Costs — ^Mortgage  under  £1000 — Higher  or 

lower  scale  ...     543 

See  Taxation  of  Costs.  ' 

Costs  in  suit — Sum  under  £500  -     348 

See  County  Court  Jubisdiotiox.    1. 


JULORTOAOiE— continued. 

Deposit  of  deeds  -         -         -     15 

See  Priority  lost  bt  Negugsscl 

Foreclosure  suit — Decree  for  sale       -    4i^ 

iSSs0  Foreolosurb  Suit. 

Foreclosure   suit  —  Transfer  of  mxa^p^ 

after  certificate — Bevivor  and  nppl«> 
ment  -  -  -  .        -     M 

See  Bevivor  and  Scpplebcent. 

Judgment    creditor  —  Law  of  Judgmenu 

Amendment  Act     -  -         -    4Si 

See  JUDGMENT  Crii>itor. 

Policy  of  assurance  —  Premiums  paid  or 

mortgagee    -  -  -         -    S1& 

See  Lien  on  Pouct  Moxzt. 

Priority — ^Negligence    -  -        -     15 

See  Pbioritt  lost  bt  Negugeece 

Share  in  company — Deposit  of  certifictteg- 

Blank  transfer        -  -         -    27J 

See  Tbansfeb  of  Seabed. 

Tenant  for    life— Grant   of  rent-cbtrge- 

Apportionment       -  -        -    2U 

See  Affobtionxebt  of  Bert.    L 

HEOIIOSHCS— Mortgage— Priority         -     15 

See  Priority  lost  by  Nbgliobmci. 

HZXT  TBXESm^  Practice— Suit  by  Infest - 
Death  of  Next  Friend  —  Appointment  of  Sfr 
Next  Friend -^  Paternal  RdaOone  of  lifni- 
Affidavit  of  Fitness.']  Where  the  next  frieod  of » 
infant  Plaintiff  dies,  his  nearest  paternal  rdatioQS 
are  entitled  to  nominate  the  new  next  fiimd; 
and  their  nominee  may  obtain  orders  of  ooone 
in  the  suit  changing  the  sc^dtoro  on  the  record 
and  appointing  himself  next  friend.— In  such  t 
case  the  order  appointing  the  new  next  frieod 
need  not  be  supported  by  any  affidavit  as  to  lus 
fitness.    Talbot  v.  Talbot  -         .        -    817 

NOTICE— Application  to  Psxliainent— CompiiliaiT 
powers — Limits  of  deviation  -  A* 
See  Compulsory  Powebs.    3. 

Bin  of  lading — ^Equitable  aasigmattt  of 

goods  .  .  .        -     88 

See  Propibty  in  Goods  sbiffed, 

Constructive — Kegligence       -        -     15 

See  Pbiobity  lost  by  Kbguoence. 
VOTICE  TO  TBEAT— Towns  improvement-Local 
board  of  health— Scheduled  lands  881 
See  C0MPUL8OBY  PowEBa.  i. 
HUVC  PBO  TUHC— Deo^  of  Plaintifofler  Best- 
ing,] Where  a  Plaintiff  dies  after  heaiio&M 
before  judgment,  the  Court  has  jorisdictioa  t& 
date  the  judgment  as  of  the  date  of  tbe  hnnng- 
TuBKSBt;.  London  and  SouTH-WisrEnrBAiLVAt 
Company         -         .         .         ,        .   80 

OBDEB  AND  1>IBPO8IXI0V— Cbtm/y  CowiAfpfof 
—  Goods  of  Intestate-^ Bankrupt  of  iAnw" 
trtUrix — LaehesJ]  The  holders  for  woe  of  aa 
unregistered  bill  of  sale  of  certain  goods  mp^ 
to  an  innkeeper  for  use  in  his  biianen  aUove« 
them  to  remain  in  tbe  hands  of  his  admiiurfi*tiix 
after  his  death.  She  ccmtinned  the  bonnet 
and  remained  in  possesaioa  of  the  goiyls  ^ 
fifteen  months  after  taking  out  letten  of  adui* 
nlstration  to  him,  at  the  end  of  which  tims  i* 
became  bankrupt  :—Beld^  fiiat,  that  the  gooj* 
were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  tbe  bioc* 
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nipt  with  the  consent  of  tho  trne  owners: — 
S^ndly,  that  independently  of  the  bill  of  sale 
the  lapse  of  more  tnan  a  year,  during  which  the 
goods  were  in  the  hands  of  the  administratrix 
and  used  by  her  for  the  purposes  of  her  business, 
precladed  any  claim  as  against  her  creditors  by 
the  creditors  of  tho  estate  of  which  she  was  ad- 
ministratrix.    Ejtchen  V,  Ibbetson  -       46 

2.  — —  ChoBe  in  Action — Shares  noi  standing 
in  Bankrupts  Name,  hui  in  which  he  has  an 
Equitable  Inter€st--Bankruptey  Act,  1869  (32  & 
.^3  Vict.  c.  71),  s,  15,  sub's.  5.]  A  banlonpt, 
l>efore  his  bankruptcy,  agreed  to  give,  as  security 
for  a  debt  which  he  owed,  his  interest  in  some 
sliares  in  a  joint  stock  company  which  were 
already  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage.  At  tiie  com- 
mencement of  the  bankruptcy  the  shares  were 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  first  mortgagee.  It 
wan  not  satisfactorily  proved  that  notice  of  the 
8r  cond  mortgage  had  b^  given  to  the  first  mort- 
;^agce : — Meld,  that  the  bankrupt's  interest  in  the 
shares  at  the  time  of  the  ban^nptcy  was  a  chose 
in  actiorij  and  was  therefore  not,  under  sect.  15 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  in  the  order  or  dis- 
position of  the  bankrupt,  and  consequently  that, 
subject  to  the  first  mortgage,  the  second  mort- 
gagee was  entitled  to  the  shares  to  secure  his 
dt'bt.    Ex  parte  Babbt.    In  re  Fox  -     113 
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PASCGELS— Schedule  of       -  - 

See  ScHXDULB  of  Pabcels. 

PABOL  YAJLIATIOir—Statute  of  Frauds  - 
See  Collateral  AoBXEHXZfT. 

PAB80HAOS  HOUBB— Improvements  and  repairs 
— Reinvestment  of  purchase-money    166 

See  BdNYESTHZNT  OF  PUBCHASE-MONET. 


against  executor  de  son  tort — 
li^al  personal  representative  -  80 
See  ExxccTOB  db  son  Tobt. 

PAYIOEHT  niTD  COUBT— Lands  Clauses  Act- 
Costs  -  -  -  >  340 
See  Costs  undbb  Laitds  Clauses  Aot. 

PATXBRT  DOT  OF  COVRT -- Practice  —  Lands 
Clamee  Consolidation  Act,  1845  (8  Viet.  c.  18), 
«.  69  — Tenant  in  TaU  —  JHsentailing  Deed.] 
Where  a  fund  paid  into  Court  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  is  chiimed  on 
petition  by  a  person  who  would  have  been  the 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  land  represented  by  the  fund, 
it  is  unneoessarjr  for  him  to  execute  a  disentailing 
deed  as  a  condiiion  of  having  the  fund  paid  out 
to  him.  /nre£t4<20r^«Ft72(LawRep.  16Eq.479) 
not  followed.    In  re  Row     -         -         »     800 

2.  Tractice— Order  for  Payment— Deaih 

of  Party  named  in  the  Order— Payment  to  Be- 
presentatives— Chancery  Funds  Btdes,  1872,  r.  22.] 
By  an  order  made  in  1827  part  of  the  dividends 
of  a  fund  in  Coiurt  was  ordered  to  be  paid  to 
A  during  the  life  of  B.  A.  died  in  1873  in  the 
hfetime  of  B.  .—Held,  that  under  the  Chancery 
Funds  Rules.  1872,  r.  22.  the  executor  of  A., 
uiough  not  named  in  the  order,  was  entitled  to 
have  the  future  dividends  paid  to  him  without 
any  fresh  order  being  made.  Chapbtak  r.  Crap- 
MAH       -  -  .  «  .  -     350 


PXimOH  OP  RIOET—Free  miners— jPorcsf  of 
Dean  ....     502 

See  Fbee  Minebs. 

PU!D6E — Shares  in  company  -  -     873 

See  Tbansfeb  of  Suaues. 

POLICY  OF  nrSTTRAVOS— Hypothecation  of  806 

See  Secubities  fob.  Bills  of  Exchange.. 
Premiums  paid  by  mortgagee  -  -     310 

See  Limi  on  Policy  Money. 
Suit  to  restrain  and  deliver  up  policy        85 

See  Restbaining  AcnoN  on  Poucy. 
POWER — Appointments-Married  woman  -         3' 

See  Appointment  by  Mabbied  Woman. 
Appointment — Kon-exclusive  residuary  gift 

See  Exclusive  Appointment.  [406 

Appointment — Precatory  trust  -     880- 

See  Pbbcatoby  Tbtjst. 

Sale  and  exchange — Act  of  Parliament  378 

See  Schedule  of  Pabcels. 

To   appoint   new    trustees  —  Trustees    for 

ealo    -----     351 
See  PowEB  to  appoint  New  Tbustees. 

POWER  TO  Apponrr  hew  trttbtees— irt;; 

—  Power  of  Sale -^  Appointment  of  Tenant  for 
Life— Title — Vimdor  and  Purchaser.']  Testator 
devised  his  real  estate  to  trustees,  in  trust  for 
his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  F.  for  life, 
with  remainders  over,  and  with  a  power  of  sale^ 
at  the  discretion  of  tlie  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being,  and  with  the  usual  power  for  the 
surviving  or  acting  trustee  or  trustees,  with  the- 
consent  of  the  tenant  for  life,  to  appoint  new 
trustees.  The  sole  acting  trustee  appointed  the 
testator  s  widow  and  F.  new  trustees  jointly  with 
himself.  F.  being  sole  surviving  trustee  oontraoted- 
for  the  sale  of  jMirt  of  the  property  i—EM,  that 
the  power  to  appoint  new  trustees  had  been  well 
exercised,  there  being  nothing  in  the  will  to  pre- 
vent the  appointment  of  a  tenant  for  life  as 
trustee  ;  and  that  F.  could  make  a  good  title  to< 
the  property,  which  tho  Court  would  enforce 
upon  a  purchaser.    Fobsteb  v.  Abbaham  -     351 

PBAGTICE— Affidavit  sworn  abroad  -     4S0» 

See  Affidavit  swobn  Abboao. 

—  Foreclosure  suit— Sale  -         -     485 

See  Fobeclosubb  Suit. 

Injunction  before  decree— County  Court  897 

See  iNJinrcTioN  bt  Coumty  Goubt. 

Xext  friend— Choice  of  -         -     347 

See  Next  Fbiend. 

Kune  pro  tunc — ^Antedating  judgment     561 

See  Nunc  pbo  Tunc. 

Parties — ^Administration  suit — Executor  de 

son  tort         •  -  -  -       80' 

See  Exxcutob  db  son  Tobt. 
Payment  out  of  Court  -         -        300,  350 

See  Payment  out  of  Colist.    1,  2. 
— -  Production  of  documents        «        408, 617 

See  Pboduction  of  Documents.    1,  2. 

—  Revivor  and  supplement         -         -       14 

See  Bkvitob  and  Sxtpplbmbnt. 
Security  for  costs         -         -  .     490^ 

See  Seoubity  fob  Costs. 
Service  out  of  jurisdiction       -         -     438* 

See  Sebvioe  out  of  Jubisdiction. 
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Taxation  of  costs  -  -  -     543 

See  Taxation  or  Costs 
— >  Witness — Expenses — Cross-examination  out 

of  jurisdiction  -  -  -     238 

See  ExFEKSEs  of  WitKESs. 

TBSfiCATOBT  TRVVr^WiU^Construction^Ufe 
Interest — Power  of  Appointment.']    Testator  ap- 

£ointed  his  wife  sole  executrix,  and  left  to  her  all 
is  property,  landed  and  personal,  of  every  descrip- 
tion, for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  in  the  full  con- 
^dence  that  she  would  so  dispose  of  it  amongst  all 
their  children,  during  her  lifetime  and  at  her  de- 
.  cease,  doing  equal  justice  to  all  of  them : — Sdd, 
that  the  wiie  took  a  life  interest,  with  a  power  of 
appointment  amongst  the  children  as  she  might 
think  fit.    CuBNiCK  v.  Tucker        -  ^       -     820 

PBEFXBXNTIAL  J>lXtB—Batikruptey  Aet^  18C9 
(32  dt  33  Vict.  c.  71),  ».  32-- Wages  and  Salanes— 
Intended  Prosecution  of  Debtor  under  the  Debtors 
Aety  ISGS— Bight  of  Trustee  to  retain  Funds  to 
meet  Costs."]  FI00&  were  made  against  the  estate 
of  a  liquidating  debtor  in  respect  of  sums  due  for 
wages  and  salaries,  entitled  to  priority  under  sect. 
-32  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869.  The  trustee  de- 
posed that  he  intended  to  prosecute  tlie  debtor 
tinder  the  Debtors  Act,  1869,  and  that  he  desired 
to  examine  him  as  to  his  affairs,  and  claimed  the 
•right  to  retain  the  funds  in  his  hands,  which  were 
«mall,  to  meet  costs  : — Held^  that  the  preferential 
•creditors  were  entitled  to  immediate  payment. 
£z  parte  Powia.    In  re  Bowen.      -  -     130 

PBEHIUICS  PAID  B7  MOSTOAOSE  -     316 

See  Lien  on  Policy  Money. 

JBIOBITT— Administration  suit  by  mortgagee — 
Costs-  -  -  -  -     421 

See  Costs  of  Administbation  Suit. 

Mortgage — ^Negligence  -  -       15 

See  Priority  lost  by  Negligence. 

PBIOBITT  LOST  BT  VHNJGXSCJ^Mortgageh- 
Equitable  D&aosit — Marriage  Articles — Purchaser 
Jor  Vdtue — Notice — Inquiry  as  to  Deeds — Legal 
Estate^  ly.,  the  owner  of  real  estate,  deposited 
the  title-deeds  with  his  bankers  to  secnre  the 
Ibalance  of  his  account  current,  and  executed  a 
memorandum  whereby  he  agreed,  at  their  request, 
to  execute  any  deed  or  deeds  necessary  for  legally 
carrying  out  the  security.  Afterwards,  being 
tkbout  to  be  married,  he  agreed  to  settle  the  pro- 
perty. Two  days  before  the  marriage  the  solicitor 
of  the  intended  wife,  having  only  then  received  in- 
structions to  prepflkre  articles  of  settlement,  in- 
quired of  L.  whether  he  had  the  title-deeds  in  hia 
possession  unincumbered ;  he  replied  that  he  had, 
out  that  they  were  at  his  bankers.  The  solicitor 
made  no  further  inquiry,  and  prepared  articles  of 
settlement,  which  were  executed.  After  the 
marriage  L.  conveyed  the  property  to  the  trustee 
t>f  the  articles  upon  the  tnists  therein  contained, 
being  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  issue  of  the 
oiarriage.  A  suit  was  afterwards  instituted  by 
.  the  bankers  for  foreclosore ;  and  the  wife  claimed 
<to  be  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice :— Held, 
that  the  solicitor  had  not  made  sufficient  inauiry, 
And  that  the  wife  must  be  taken  to  have  haa  con- 
'Structive  notice  of  the  mortgage: — Held^  also, 
that  the  husband  having  contacted  to  execute  a 


FBIOBITY  LOST  BT  ITSGIIGXHCE— «ofifistAi 

legal  mortgage  to  his  bankoa,  could  not  deprire 
them  of  priority  by  conveying  the  property  to  & 
party  with  whom  he  had  entered  into  a  subsequent 
contract  for  value,  even  althou^  aach  party  va^. 
a  purchaser  without  notice. — ^The  decidon  ia 
Sharpies  y.  Adams  (32  Beav.  213)  appruved  oC 
but  dictum  therein  questioned.  BLulfield  r. 
Burton  -         -         -  -         -      ij 

FBIYATS  BI0HT— PubUc  inconvenience— Sail- 
way  company  -  -  -  561 
See  Bight  to  stop  Tbain. 

FBTvnxGXD  oomnmicAnoN— ^/a  ofc&sit- 

Matters  of  Fa/ct — Ante  litem  motam — Praeiw.] 
A  claimant,  who  deposed  that  ^*  obstacles  haviog 
arisen  in  granting  a  second  lease,  one  only  was 
granted,"  was  asked  on  oross-exaniination,  wbethtrr 
tlie  obstacles  were  suggested  by  him  to  Lis  aoU- 
dtor,  or  by  his  solicitor  to  him : — Held,  not  boand 
to  answer,  though  the  communication  was  before 
any  litigation  was  in  contemplation. — The  bill  of 
costs  delivered  in  the  same  matter  alao  hdd  to  be 
privileged.    Tubton  v.  Babbeb       -         -    8» 

FBO  OOHI'SflflO^Furecloenre  suit — ^Absent  mort- 
gagor— ^Decree  for  sale  -  -  4Sft 
See  FoBBCLOSUBB  Suit. 

FRODUOTIOK  OF  DOCUXZHTS  —  Practice  - 
Further  Affidavit— Reasonable  Suspidan.]  Thf 
Court  will  order  a  further  affidavit  aa  to  docmnents 
to  be  made  by  a  Defendant,  if  it  is  satisfied  frum 
the  admissions  in  the  Defendant's  answer  tUt 
material  documents  not  mentioned  in  his  aiBdavit 
may  be  in  his  poasession,  even  altiiough  the 
answer  does  not  in  express  terms  admit  tli^  exist- 
ence of  such  documents. — Where  a  Defendant  br 
his  answer  set  out  a  long  liat  of  customers  oft 
business  carried  on  by  him,  but  did  not  mentioo 
in  his  affidavit  as  to  documente  any  books  relating 
to  such  business : — Heild,  that  the  Defendant  mu^ 
make  a  further  affidavit. — Noel  y.  Nod  (1  D.  J.  & 
S.  468)  and  Wright  v.  PiU  (Law  B^.  S  Ch.  909) 
considered.    SArLL  v,  Bbowke        -         -    402 

2. Comparison  of  Handwriting— Ckefut 

— Simatures  alleged  to  be  Forgeries.']  In  a  rait  is 
which  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  of  a  tais- 
tor  to  a  certain  document  was  one  of  the  inoes  tt/ 
be  tried,  the  Defendant  was  ordered  to  piodaee  00 
affidavit  any  cheques  in  his  posaesBian  signed  by 
the  testator  between  ^>ecified  dates.  The  Jk- 
fendant  produoed  a  great  number  of  cheqaeL 
stating  in  hia  affidavit  that  they  wen  all  tbe 
cheques  in  his  'posaession  signed  by  the  tsstitor. 
but  that  he  had  other  die^ues  drawn  on  the  tes- 
tator's bankers,  which  he  did  not  pradnoe  beoaase 
they  were  forgeries  :—Hie2(2,  that  the  Piaiotiirs 
were  not  entitled  to  any  further  particulars,  or  i*) 
production  of  the  cheques  alleged  to  be  forged.— 
Qusere,  whether  a  document  required  only  for 
comparison  of  handwriting  is  a  relevant  dooameat 
which  a  Defendant  is  bound  to  speoifjatptodvoe. 

YfUBOV  V,  THORNBrBT  -  -  -     517 

-^  Bill  of  costs— Communication  before  litiga- 
tion   -  -  -         .        -    3S9 

See  PBtVlLBGXD  GOMXUNICATIOir. 

PSOOF  OF  BSBT^Bankruptcy— Secured  creditor 
— Production  of  security  -  -  W* 
See  Cbeditob  boldikg  Sscubitt. 
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PBOnniTY  Ur  OOOIW  BEnm>^Sh4pping  Ikh   BBCxmCATIOV  07  BMUTIE— ^mUtmiedL 
cmmanta-^Bia  of  Lading-^Mat^i  Beoeq4for  Goods 


— fibtftteUe  AuifiwmeinJt — Noliod — hooid  Cuttomof 
7Vcuie.3  The  master  of  a  Teasel  may  pn^)erly  ma. 
WIb  of  lading;  ui  fikTour  of  the  shipper  of  goods, 
without  production  of  the  mate's  receipts  for  the 
goods,  if  ne  is  satisfied  otherwise  that  the  goods 
are  on  board  the  vessel,  and  has  no  notice  that  any 
one  hot  the  shipper  claims  any  interest  in  them. 
— The  holder  for  value  of  hills  of  lading  so  given 
has  a  .better  title  than  an  indorsee  of  the  mate's 
receipts. — ^A  local  custom  of  trade  was  alleged  to 
exist  at  Bombay  hy  virtue  of  which  tlie  mate's  re- 
ceipts for  goods  shipped  on  hoard  a  vessel  are 
negotiable  instruments,  and  pass  the  property  in 
the  goods  in  the  same  manner  as  bills  of  lading, 
and  that  masters  of  ships  are  bound  to  have  the 
mate's  receipt  returned  to  them  before  signing  any 
bill  of  Iskding  for  the  goods  mentioned  in  that 

receipt,  and   that  if  a  captain  signed  a  hill  of  ,      -  ^   „  ^_^ -_ 

lading  without  production  and  delivery  to  him  of  I  mand.    In  default  of  payment  on  "^  demand  the 


has  no  jurisdiction  to  order  costs  to  be  paid  by 
such  third  party.  Nor  (iemble)  has  the  Court 
jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  under  that  section 
where  the  title  of  the  applicant  is  equitable  only. 
In  re  Tahut  Cotton  CouPAinr.  Ex  parte  Sabf- 
OENT      ------     t78 

BTCiBTJEU — Rectification  of  -  -     27S 

See  REcnncATioN  of  Rbgisteb. 

BK2BISATI0H— Bill  of  sale         -  -     578 

See  Bboistbation  of  Bill  of  Sale. 

Grant  of  gale— Forest  of  Bean         •     6(tt 

iSSeeFBBB  Mnmis. 

BSOIBTBATIOV  07  BILL  OF  flA£S— J9IZI  of  Sale 
— Validity  ^Defeasance  or  Condition — Begithu- 
tion—Poseesnon—BiUs  of  Sale  Act,  1854  (17  A 
18  Viet.  e.  36),  «.  2  ]  A  bill  of  sale  of  furniture 
was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  £250  and 
interest,  the  money  beiag  made  payable  on  de- 


the  mate's  receipt  for  the  goods,  he  would  be 
bound,  on  the  production  of  that  receipt,  to  sign  a 
fresh  bill  of  lading,  and  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
person  producing  the  mate's  receipt,  and  that  the 
goods  mentioned  in  the  receipt  ought  to  be  deli- 
vered to  the  person  who  produced  the  second  bill 
of  lading : — mMj  that  such  a  custom,  if  proved  to 
exist,  would  be  inoperative  as  against  the  captain 
and  the  shipowners.  Hathbimo  o.  Laivq.  IiAino 
«.  Zedbn  .         -         ...       02 

FB08EOUTIOV  UHBER  BEBTOBS  A0T,  1809— 

Costs— Rig^t  of  trustee  to  retain  funds 

.  See  PniriBBSTiAL  Dkbts.  [180 

PVBUO  nrOOWXHISirCS  —  Private  right  — 
Bailway  company   .  -         -     581 

See  RiOHT  to  stop  Tbaht. 

PintGHAIB-lfOHET— Land  Tmx  Redemption 
Aet — BeinveBfanent  -         -     156 

See  BSIKVBSTMEKT  OF   PUBCHASa-MOIfST. 

HAILWAT  COXPAHT-^OMts— Money  paid  into 
Court  -         -         -         -     840 

See  Costs  undeb  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

Intersected  lands— Level  crossiag — ^Right  of 

way    -         -         -  -         -     158 

See  Imtbbssotbd  Lavini. 

- — Notice  to  treat  -  -  -  142,217 
See  CoMPULBOirr  Powers. 

- — -  Right  to  stop  train — Ordinary  trains  -  561 
See  Right  to  stop  Tbaik. 

Unregistered — Incorporated  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament—Windiog-up  -  -  181 
See  WiHDiNG-UP  PETmoN.    2. 

UCITAL8— Act  of  Parliament— Settled  estates- 
Schedule  -  -  -  -  878 
See  SoHEDiTLE  OF  Paboels. 

Voluntary  settlement — False  recital  of  pay- 
ment of  money  -  -  -  8 
See  Volumtaat  SErrLEHENT. 


mortgagee  was  empowered  to  talce  possession. 
The  bill  of  sale  was  registered  within  the  proper 
time.  There  was  a  prior  parol  agreement,  not 
appearing  in  the  bill  of  sale,  that  the  debt  should 
be  paid  off  by  small  weekly  instalments.  The 
mortgagor  was  adjudicated  a  bankrupt,  but  before 
the  adjudication  was  made  the  mortgagee  had 
taken  possession: — Hdd,  that  this  parol  agree- 
ment amounted  to  a  defeasance  or  condition  wuhin 
the  meaning  of  sect  2  of  the  BiUe  of  Sale  Aet, 
1854 ;  and  mat,  as  the  agreement  was  not  regis- 
tered, ti^e  bill  of  sale  was  void  as  against  the 
trustee  under  the  bankruptcy.  Ex  parte  Soxttbam. 
In  re  Southam  ....     578 

BXOIBIRT— Underwriters— Ship's  class —Sus- 
pension of  class  -  .  •  100 
See  Injuby  to  Refutation. 


OF  PUBGHABE-MOHET  — 
Land  Tax—BedempUon^SaJe  of  Lande—Iiiveet" 
ment  of  Surplus — Proeeeds  of  £^20— Hepatrs  and 
Improvemenie—i2  Geo,  8,  c  116,  s.  100.]  The 
Land  Tax  Redemption  Ad  (42  Geo.  3,  c.  116), 
s.  100,  provides  that  surplus  moneys  arising  from 
a  sale  made  to  redeem  land  tax  may  be  appued  in 
the  discharge  of  any  debt  affecting  the  heredita- 
ments, the  land  tax  whereon  shall  have  been 
redeemed,  or  may  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
other  lands  to  be  settled  to  the  like  uses : — UMy 
that  where  a  portion  of  the  glebe  lands  of  a 
vicarage  had  been  sold  to  redeem  the  land  tax, 
the  surplus  moneys  could  not  be  applied  towards 
repairs  and  improvements  of  the  vicarage  house. 
Jn  re  Nether  Stowet  YiOABAea     -         -     158 

KETiEAffR—Interest  on  debt— Will— Ademption 
See  Ademption.  [85 

BEHT— Apportionment  of    -  -        888, 288 


See  AppqpnoKMENT  of  Reft.    1,  2. 

Arrears  of— ^le  of  land  charged      -     487 
See  Abbbabs  of  Reht-chaboe. 

MCimCATION  OP  EE01BTm-/urMdfc/«>n-  |  MPAna-Investment  in-Paqpnage  honie  158 
Companies  Ad..  1862.]    Where  a  person  claiming 


Bhares  .under  a  legal  title  applies  under  sect  35  of 
the  Cbfnpatites  Ad^  1862,  to  have  the  register  of  a 
<^mpany  rectified,  the  Court  has  juriaaiotion  to 
<iecide  a  question  of  title  between  him  and  another 
person  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  shares,  but , 
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See  Reinvestment  of  Pubohasb>mqnbt. 

BSPUTAIIOV  —  Illegitimate  children  —  Pater- 
nity -  -  -  -  -  488 
See  iLUDormf ate  Ghildbbn.    2. 


I^JuxT  to— Suspension  of  ship's  class 
See  Injuat  to  Reputation. 
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BSBIDXrABT  OIR—  ReBidue  of  Sjaeeifie  Fund 
— Abatement.']  By  deed  and  by  wul  two  ftmds 
of  £37,914  and  £800  GodsoIb  were  settled,  with 
powers  of  varying  investments,  npon  trust  for 
the  nephews  and  nieces  of  B,  H,  subject  to 
a  power  in  B,  H,  of  exclusiye  appointment 
among  them.  J7.  JET.  made  and  revoked  a  series 
of  appointments,  and  ultimately,  by  a  deed- 
poll  m  November,  1870  (at  which  time  the  fund 
had  been  reduced  to  £27,170  Consols  and  £8000 
cash),  R,  IT.,  after  reciting  a  desire  to  revoke  the 
subsisting  appointment  of  the  two  funds,  and  to 
appoint  the  same  amongst  his  nephews  and  nieces 
named  in  the  shares  and  proportions  and  in  man- 
ner expressed,  in  pursuance  of  that  desire  ap- 
pointed that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed 
of  the  two  funds  "  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  and 
securitieB  "  of  which  the  same  then  consisted,  or 
thereafter  should  or  might  consist,  or  upon  which 
the  same  or  any  part  thereof  was  then  or  there- 
after should  or  might  be  invested,  upon  trust  as 
to  £7000  Gonsohi.  part  of  the  £37.914  and  £8000 
Consols,  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or  securities 
of  which  the  same  might  consist,  for  his  nephew, 
8.  H,  absolutely.  J?.  H.  then  appointed  in  like 
manner  further  sums  (making  an  aggregate  of 
£87,000  Consols),  in  trust  for  the  four  nieces  and 
nephew  named ;  and  the  residue  of  the  two  several 
sums  of  C!onsols  or  other  the  stocks,  funds,  or 
securities,  &c.,  in  trust  for  his  niece  C  The  trust 
funds  at  the  death  of  R.  H.  were  insufficient  to 
pay  the  £37,000  Ck>n8ols  i—Held,  that  the  gift  to 
C  was  residuary  and  not  specific,  and  that  it 
failed  altogether.    De  Ijsle  v.  Hodges     -     440 

Non-exclusive  power  of  appointment  -     405 

See  EzoujsivE  AFFOumaDrr. 

BX8IDTJX — Direction  to  pay  legacy  duty  out  of — 
Deficiency    -  -  -  -     419 

See  LsoACT  Dutt. 

Realty — Marshalling  assets     -  -     666 

See  Mabshallino. 

Specific  fund— Residue  of       -         -     440 

See  RsfliDUABT  Gift. 

BXSTBAIHIirO  ACnOH  OH  FOUGT— Fraud— 
Jurisdiction — If^unction — Suit  to  restrain  Action 
at  Law,  and  to  obtain  Delivery  Up  and  CaneeUor 
Hon  of  PoUciee— Proceedings  stayed  tiU  after  Trial 
of  Action— Verdict  for  Defendant  at  Imw— Costs 
of  Suit  J  Two  actions  were  brought  by  the  same 
Plaintiff  against  an  insurance  company  upon  two 
marine  insurance  policies.  After  issue  had  been 
joined  an  order  was  made  at  law  staying  one 
action  until  the  other  had  been  tried,  on  the  terms 
of  the  Defendants  at  law  being  bound  in  both  by 
the  result  of  the  one  which  should  be  tried.  But 
the  Plaintiff  at  law  was  not  to  be  bound.  The 
company,  who  resisted  payment  upon  the  alle- 
gation that  the  policies  had  been' obtained  by 
fraud,  afterwards  filed  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain 
the  actions,  and  to  have  the  policies  delivered  up 
and  cancelled.  No  ii\junction  was  moved  for.  An 
Older  was  made  in  the  suit  staying  the  iHt)ceeding8 
until  after  the  decision  of  the  action.  Ultimately 
the  action  which  was  tried  was  decided  in  favour 
of  the  company,  on  the  ground  that  the  policy 
had  been  obtained  by  fraud.  The  Plaintiff  at 
law  then  delivered  up  both  policies  to  the  com- 
pany.   Upon  the  suit  coming  on  forbearing: — 


BZSTRAINDrO  AOTIOir  OV  POUCT— ooaitsMd. 

Heldf  that  a  decree  must  be  made  for  canodktun 
of  both  policies ;  and  that  the  Defendants  most 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  Londoh  axd  Protb* 
oiAL  Insubance  Coxpant  v.  Setmoub        -     U 

BSSTBAm  OH  AHnCIPATIOir  —  Manifi 
Woman — Bequest  of  Consols  cAsohUdy.]  HHKit 
a  fund  producing  income  is  given  absolutely  tu  i 
marriea  woman,  and  the  gift  ia  followed  by  x 
restraint  on  antLcipotion,  the  married  woman  is 
prevented  from  alienating  the  fund  during  cora- 
ture. — A  testatrix,  by  her  will,  gave  to  a  msrrkd 
woman  a  sum  of  consols ;  and  by  a  codicil  diKcted 
that  all  gifts  and  provisions  (whether  abeohte  or 
limited)  thereby  or  by  her  wUl  made  for  any 
female  should  lie  for  her  separate  use,  aod  (whik 
she  should  be  under  coverture)  without  anypover 
of  anticipation.  The  executor  transferred  tb 
fund  into  Court  under  the  Trustee  Bdief  Ad,  aul 
the  married  woman  presented  a  petitum  for  a 
transfer  of  the  fund  to  herself: — Held,  that  &bf 
could  only  have  the  income  paid  to  her  during 
her  coverture. — As  to  the  effect  of  a  danse  re- 
straining anticipation  on  an  absolute  gift  oft 
(mid  not  producing  income,  qusere.  In  re  Ellh' 
TBrsTS  -  -  -  -  -         -    4» 

BEYIVQBAin)  VUIVLEMXHT—Practiee^Forr' 
closure  Suit — Order  of  Revivor  and  ^tpflewtd 
after  Chief  ClerVs  CertifleaJte—lS  &  16  YiA.  t.^ 
s.  52.]  In  a  foreclosure  suit,  after  decree  lor  esk, 
and  after  the  Chief  Clerics  certificate,  the  Plsis- 
tiffs  transferred  the  mortgage. — On  an  ex  pettr 
application  by  the  transferee  with  the  oonseat  d 
the  original  mortgagees,  an  order  of  revivor  u^ 
supplement  was  made  under  15  &  16  Yict  c.  ^^ 
8. 52.    BiBBT  V.  Natloe       -  -         .     14 

BIGHT  10  STOP  TRAa—Raikoay  Compawf- 
Ordinary  Trains— Death  of  Plainiif  befcrt  Jtdr 
ment — Nunc  pro  tune— PraetieeJ]  Wnsiea  Bunch 
Railway  Act  gave  a  landowner  the  right  to  s^) 
by  signal  all  ordinary  trains : — HsU,  that  •cc^ 
lerated  trains  forming  part  of  fast  throogh  tnim 
from  London  were  not  **  oidinaiy  "  tnina,  thsa^ 
the  fares  charged  were  at  the  oidinary  late.— 
Where  an  Act  confers  upon  a  landowner  a  priTite 
right  creating  a  burden  upon  a  railway,  snl  R- 
stanaining  the  directors  from  regulating  the  tnfBc 
so  as  best  to  aocommodate  the  public,  it  mivt  be 
construed  strictly.— Where  a  I^aintiff  dies  li^ 
hearing  but  before  judgment  the  Court  has  jorii- 
diction  to  date  the  judgment  aa  (^  the  date  of  the 
hearing.  Tubneb  v.  London  and  SorrH-Wmv 
Railway  Gompant  -         -  -        -    Ml 

SALS— Execution  creditor    -  .        -    118 

See  ExMOUTiQH  Cbeditob. 

Foreclosure  suit— Absence  of  mortgagw  485 

See  FoBiciX)BCBE  Scrr. 

Land  charged  with  annuity— Bill  for  ajf 

See  Aknuitt  ghabosd  ok  Cobfts. 


—  Land  charged  with  chief  rent  - 

See  Abseabs  of  Rxnt-chabge. 

SAVINGS  OF  8XPAJIAIS  XBTAIB-Will 
See  Wnx  or  Mabbied  Wonait. 
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aCBXDVLE  OF  TASCXlSSetaed  Estate«^Act 
of  Parliament,  Construction  of—'ReeUaU — Parcels 
^-General  Words.']  Where  an  Act  of  Parliament 
giving  powers  of  sale  and  exchange  oyer  settled 
estat^  contained  a  recital  of  the  object  of  the 
Act,  which  was  restricted  in  tenns  to  such  settled 
estates,  and  then  vested  in  trustees  all  and  singu- 
lar the  lands  in  certain  counties,  limited  by  a 
vettlement  and  former  Act  of  Parliament,  which 
were  described  in  the  schedule,  together  with  the 
appurtenances  belonging  thereto,  or  therewith 
occupied  or  known,  as  part  thereof : — Held^  that 
lands  not  included  in  the  settlement  or  former 
Act,  though  described  in  the  schedule  and  in  the 
s^me  occupation,  did  not  pass. — ^Where  another 
Act  of  Parliament  giving  powers  of  sale  and  ex- 
ohange  over  settled  estates,  expressly  vested  in 
the  trustees  for  sale  all  the  sdieduled  lands  (which 
comprised  other  lands  besides  the  settled  estates), 
and  declared  that  until  sale  the  lands  should  be 
eiyoyed  by  the  persons  who  would  have  been  en- 
titled but  for  the  Act,  and  that  the  lands  to  be 
purchased  should  be  conveyed  and  settled  to  the 
uses  and  subject  to  the  powers,  r&trictions,  &c., 
to  which  they  would  have  been  subject  but  for  the 
Act: — Held,  that  the  words  were  to  be  read  diti- 
Iributively,  and  that  the  person  who  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  unsettled  lands  before  the 
Act  was  still  entitled  in  equity.  Howard  v.  Eabl 
OF  Shbewsbubt         -         -         -         -     878 

SCHOOL— Transfer  to  School  Board  —  Charity 
Commissioners  ...  841 
See  Chabett  ComnasiOMEBs. 

8X(nrBITIB8  FOB  HILLS  OT  XXGEAHOH-Jfer- 

rantHe  Law — Letter  of  Hypothecaiian  of  Bill  of 
Leading— Insurance  Policy  Moneys — BiU  of  Ex- 
change — Agreement  by  Holders  not  to  present  tiie 
Bill  at  MatuHty^hJect  on  the  Liability  of  tfie 
Vrawer,"]  A  shipper  at  Bombay  having  consigned 
g^oods  to  merchants  iu  England^  drew  on  them  for 
£1200,  and  insured  the  goods  for  £1700.  He  sold 
the  draft  to  the  Defendants,  a  bank,  and  handed 
them  at  tlie  same  time  the  policy  of  insurance  and 
the  bills  of  lading,  with  a  letter  of  hypothecation 
signed  bv  him.  This  letter  stated  that  the 
shipper,  naving  sold  the  bills  to  the  bank,  and 
having  at  tlie  tfame  time  handed  to  them,  *'a8 
collateral  securities  for  the  due  payment  of"  the 
bill,  "  the  bills  of  lading  and  shipping  documents 
of  the  several  goods  stated  at  foot,"  Uiereby 
authorized  the  bank,  **  on  default  being  made  in 
acceptance  on  presentment,  or  in  payment  at 
maturity  '  of  the  bill,  to  sell  the  goods  and  apply 
the  proceeds  in  payment  of  the  bUl ;  *'  the  balance, 
if  anv,  to  be  placed  against  any  other  of  my  bills 
wliich  may  at  the  time  be  in  the  hands  of  the 
said  bank,  or  any  other  liability  of  me  to  the  said 
bank."  The  only  documents  stated  at  foot  were 
the  bill  of  exchange  and  the  bill  of  lading.  The 
Khip  was  burnt  at  sea  and  the  cargo  lost.  The 
draft  for  £1200  was  duly  accepted,  but  the  accep- 
tors failing,  it  was  dishonoured  at  maturity.  The 
bank  recouped  themselves  out  of  the  policy  moneys 
which  had  been  paid  to  them  by  uie  insurance 
«ffice,  and  had  a  txilance  in  their  hands.  This 
balance  having  been  claimed  by  ttie  Plaintiffs, 
who  were  assignees  for  value  of  it  from  the  ship- 
per, the  bank  claimed  it  as  a  collateral  security 
for  a  debt  due  to  them  frr)m  the  shipper  on  another 


flECUJUTIES  FOE  BILLS  OF  EZGEAHOB— con- 
tinued. 

account.  He  had  shipped  goods  to  other  con- 
signees, and  had  drown  ugammt  the  goods  biUs, 
which  were  also  in  the  hands  of  the  same  bank. 
When  the  bills  fell  due,  the  drawees  had  requested 
the  bank  to  defer  presentment  of  the  bills.  The 
bills  had  not  been  presented,  but  the  goods  had 
been  sold  at  a  loss,  and  the  bank  had  re-drawn 
upon  the  shipper  for  the  deficiency ;  but  he  had 
failed  i^Held,  that  the  letter  of  hypothecation 
did  not  extend  to  any  other  liability  of  the  shipper 
to  the  bank  than  that  arising  upon  the  £1200  bill : 
— Heldf  further,  that  the  bank,  having,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  drawees,  refrained  from  presenting 
tne  bills,  had  practically  given  them  time,  and 
had  thus  released  the  drawer,  and  that  the  shipper 
was  not  indebted  to  the  bank  on  this  account : — 
Held,  on  both  grounds,  that  the  Plaintifis  were 
entitled  to  the  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  bank. 
Lathau  v.  Ghabterkd  Bakk  of  India     -;    806 

SECUBITT  FOB  OOBUB— Practice.']  An  officer  in 
I  Her  Majesty's  army  named  as  obligor  in  a  bond  of 
'  security  for  costs  is  not  an  insufficient  surety  from 
I  his  regiment  being  at  the  time  quartered  in  Soot- 
I  land.    MiLLBB  v.  Hales       -  -  -     480 

'  8EIZUBX  AHH  SALB— Execution  creditor      462 
I  See  ExECCTiON  Crbditob. 

,  8EPABATB  ESTATB— Savingi  of— Will— Money 
>  atbank         -         -  -         -     428 

I  See  Will  of  I^Iarbusd  Woman. 

8EPABATB  XTSB — ^Restraint  on  anticipation   409 
See  RwrBAiNT  ov  Anticipation. 

8BBVICE— Motion  to  set  aside  award  -  476 
I  See  Submission  to  Arbitration. 

'  —  Out  of  jurisdiction        -         -  -     482 

<  See  Skrvicb  out  of  Jurisdiction. 

I  8EBYICB   OUT   OF   JXTBIBDICTIOB— Prac/ic0— 

!  Cons  Ord,  x.,  r.  7.1  In  a  suit  to  obtain  relief 
against  a  domiciled  Scotchman  living  at  Glasgow 

•  in  respect  of  certain  transactions  relating  to 
Plaintiff  company,  which  was  registered  and 
carried  on  business  in  England,  and  to  restrain 
his  dealing  with  the  shares  of  the  oompanjr  in  his 
possession,  the  Defendant  was  served  at  his  office 
in  Glasgow  under  an  order  obtained  ex  parte  for 
service  of  copy  bill  with  interrogatories  u]ion 
him  '^  in  Scotland  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court": — Held,  that,  having  re- 
gard to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit  (shares  in 
a  company  registered  in  this  country),  service 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  had  been  properly  directed, 

'  and  that,  although  the  order  was  in  terms  irre- 
gular, the  Court  would  not,  after  it  had  been 
acted  upon  and  service  eifectcd  under  it,  discharge 
it  on  the  ground  of  sucli  irregularity.  Phospho- 
GuANO  Company,  Lqhted,  v.  Guild  -     48S 

SETTLBD  ESTATES— Act  of  Parliament— Be- 
I  citals — Parcels        -  -  -      378 

See  Schrdule  of  Parcels. 

SETTLEMENT — Covenant  for  future  settlement 
when  void — ^Bankruptcy   -  -     116 

See  Covenant  to  settle. 

Voluntary  -  -  -  -         8 

See  Voluntary  Settlebiext. 

SEVEBAHOE— Damage  by— Minoniln       -     476 
See  Compulsory  Powers.    3. 
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gyAit^g — ^BMikmptoy — Order  and  disposition 

See  Obdeb  and  DispoaiTioN.  [113 

—  Paid-up  and  unpaid— Distribution  of  sur- 
plus assets  -  -  -  -  491 
See  DxsnuBUTioiff  of  Subflcs  Awkts. 

•— —  Paid-up — GontAMt  for — Companies  Act, 
1867,8;  25    -  •  -  -     169 

See  SuBBCBiBTO  OF  Mbmobasdum. 

^— —  Subscriber  of  memorHndum  -  -     169 

See  SuBSCBUttB  of  Mbmobanbum. 

Transfer — ^Dooee  of  power  of  appointment 

by  deed — ^Execution  of  power       -       8 
Ae  AFFOJxmaarr  bt  MARBiieo  Womah. 

SHIP— Bill  of  lading— Mate's  receipts  -  92 
See  Pbofbbtt  in  Goods  shipped. 

Begistry  of— Ship's  class         -  -     190 

See  Injubt  to  Bbpctation. 


SQUCITQB — Lien  on  property  preserved  - 
See  Solioitob's  Ldbn. 

PriTUege  •         -         -         - 

See  Pbitilbqbd  Gohmunicatiov. 

aOIIOmm*S  UXS^SoUeUor^CoeU  of  eetaUieh^ 
ing  Jb^ante  TiOe  under  25  <fe  26  Vict.  c.  en—Coete 
of  Partiium  Swi—IAm  on  Fwid?^  The  ooets  of 
piooeedings  under  the  Dedatxdion  of  TiUee  Adt 
on  behalf  of  an  in£snt,  together  with  the  costs 
of  a  partition  suit  and  of  a  suit  to  obtain  a  decla- 
ration of  lien  : — Hdd^  to  be  costs  for  which  the 
solicitor  had  a  lien  on  the  fund  recovered. 
Pbitchabd  v.  Robests         ...     892 

flPECmC  DEVISE— Exoneration— Locke  Sing's 
Act 163 

See  LooKX  King's  Act. 
<—  Marshalling  assets       ...     556 
See  Mabshalling. 

SPEOQIC  7UHB— Abatement  *  -  440 
See  BxsmuABT  Gift. 

SPICIFIG  FEBXOBICAHCB— Contract  for  raising 
and  selling  coal  ...  1^ 
See  CosTBAOT  fob  BAiaiNa  Coal. 

-^—  Voluntary  settlement  .  •  .         8 

See  VoLUHTABY  Sbitlembnt. 

—  Written  contract  varied  by  parol  agreement 

See  Collatbbal  Aobekbobnt.  [808 

STATUTES: 

29  Car.  2,  o.  3— Fratub  - 

See  COKFULSOBT  POWXBS.     2. 


-  217 

-  476 


9  &  10  Will  8,  o.  15— JrMroi/on 
^00  Submission  to  Abbitbation. 

42  Geo.  3,  o.  116,  s.  100— Xafid  Tax  Bedemp- 

Htm   2 -  -         -  -     156 

See  Bxtnvestment  of  Pcbchasb-xonet. 

4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  22,  s.  2^AppoHumment    288 
See  Appobtionmbnt  of  Bent.    1. 

6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  70,  s.  3— School  Sita-     941 
See  Chabitt  Commisbionebs. 

lVict.c.26,s.2a-Fiai         -  -     217 

See  COMFULBOET  POWXBS.     2. 

88.24,84       ...     .65 

See  Adimption. 

8  &  4  Will.  4, 0.  42,  a.  5—Limitation$  -       71 
See  Limitatiqmb,  Statute  o^. 

4  &  5  Vict.  0.  38, 8. 7— i^cAoot /S^'tes     -     241 
See  Chabitt  GoinconioNEBs. 


STATUTES-^cofUimieJ. 

8  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  17— jLottdtf  Oaueee    -    14S 
See  CaMPUL8(»T  Powebb.   1. 

8.69   -  -  -  - 

See  Patxeht  out  of  Cocbt.    1. 
8.  80    - 


See  Coers  unbeb  Lands  CLAUsn  Act. 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  22— CAaiMery  Imfrort 


merU 

See  Affidavit  swobn  Abboad. 

S.52    -         -  - 


4» 


14 


-    Ml 


m 


m 


See  BeVIVOB  AND  SuPPLEIfEKT. 

16  &  17  Vict  a  137,  88. 28, 32, 46— CAon^ofatf 

TnuU         -  -  - 

See  Gbabity  CoioiianoiiEBflb 

17  &  18  Viot  o.  36, 8. 2— BiZb  of  Sde 

See  Bbqibtbatiov  of  Ba4L  of  Saul 

17  &  18  Vict.  c.  llS-'Adminigtroiion' 
See  Locke  King's  Act. 

23  &  24  Vict  0. 127,  8.  28— Sbltciforv  -    St 
See  Solioitob's  Lien. 

23  &  24  Vict.  0. 136,  ss.  2, 5— Chart/aUe  TmU 
See  Cbabitt  Comvubionbbs.  [Ml 

25  &  26  Viot.  a  67— I>M2amtaofi  of  TiUa 
See  Souoxob's  Lien.  [MS 

25  &  26  Viet  e.  89,  8.  3&—Compamie$  MS 
See  Bbctifioation  of  Rbqibtkb. 

8.79   -         -  . 

See  WiNDiHQ-up  Parcnox.    3. 

88.  80,  86, 91 

See  WiNBOHi-up  Pbtithih.    1. 

8.  199 

See  WiNDnro-up  PsTinaai.    2. 

27  &   28  Vict  c  112,  ss.  1,  4,  5  —Jedt 

menti        -  .  .  .       4M 

See  JuDOXEMT  Cbbdetob. 

28  &  29  Vict  c.  99,  s.  9— Owii/y  Cm^ 

[41* 
See  CocNTT  Coubt  JuBnoicnox.   2. 

30  &  31  Vict.  c.  69— ii(&iuftif<nitioii  -  l» 
See  Locke  King's  Act. 

30  &  31  Vict.  c.  131,  s.  25— Cbmpafii«t  -  M 
See  SuBSCBiBBB  of  Mbmobandcx. 

80&31Victo.l42,a.l4— OMmiyOwrif  4U 
See  County  Coubt  JuBiBDicnoB.  2. 

32  &  83  Vict  c.  62, 8. 4— I>e5<on  -  ^ 
See  Pbefebbhtial  DioiTS. 

82  &  38  Vict  c  71,  ss.  6,  12,  13>  87-A!^ 
mpUy  -  -  - 

See  Execution  Cbeditob. 
B.  13    -  -         - 

See  Obdeb  and  PiutMiiioK.   2. 


-    5M 


1 


-    Ill 


.    4tt 


.    US 


sj.  16, 78 


-    ST5 


See  Cbeditob  holding  SEcnarr. 

ss.  20,  30,  125 

See  Tbusibb  in  Liquxdation. 

8.32- 


.    4S7 

.    ISO 


See 

8.91   - 

See  Covenant  to  srtle. 

8.126- 

£109  Injunotioh  in  Banxxuftct. 

8.126- 
See  Majobitt  op  CBEDnoBS. 
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STATUTES— <»iianti€(2. 

33  &  34  Vict.  c.  S5--AppoHwmneiit    -     288 
8e6  AppoBnoimxNT  of  Bent.    2. 

33  &  34  Yiot  c.  75, 80.  2, 23— fUucoifon    941 

See  GhABITT  GOMHISBIONEBfl. 

S3  &  34  Vict.  c.  97,  ss.  16, 48, 5i— Stamps    109 
See  UiiBTAMPBD  Bill  of  Ezohavob. 

STTBIEISSIOK  TO  ABXrrBAT10T[--AtDard^jAmt 
of  Time  for  Complaint  —  Laet  Day  of  Term  — 
Commencement  of  Proceedina— Notice  of  Motion — 
9  <fe  10  Win  3,  e.  15.]  The  time  within  which 
a  prooeeding  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  an 
award  under  9  &  10  Will.  3,  c.  15,  must  be  com- 
menced, does  not  indude  the  last  day  of  the  term 
next  after  the  date  wHjem  the  award  is  made. — 
Where  a  submission  to  arbitration  has  been  made, 
a  role  of  the  Court  of  Chanoery  serving  a  notice 
of  motion  to  set  aside  the  award  is  a  sufficient 
commencement  of  complaint  to  satisfy  the  Act,  if 
the  service  is  made  before  the  last  day  of  the 
term,  next  after  the  time  when  the  award  is  made. 
In  re  GoBPoaATiON  of  Huddebsfzeld  and  Jacoub 

[476 

SUBSCRIBED  OAPIXAL-^ustices' certificate    143 
See  CoBCFCLsoBr  Powsbs.    1. 

STTBSOBIBKR  07  WXimSLAXmni^  Company— 
Contract  to  take  Sharee—CoOaJteral  A^reemmt^ 
Payment  in  Moneys  Worth — Companiee  Act,  1867, 
8,  25.]    The  25th  section  of  the  Companies  Act, 
18G7,  has  not  altered  the  law  with  regard  to  the 
question  of  what  is  a  good  jwynient  for  shares. — 
The  memorandum  of  association  of  a  company 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  %M  oarrying 
on  the  business  of  C.  was  subscribed  by  him  for 
2500  shares,  which  were  of  £1  each.    It  was  also 
subscribed  by  other  persons,  by  which  the  number 
taken  amounted  to  6265  out  of  a  total  capital  of 
7500  shares ;  and  the  company  could  only  issue 
fresh  shares  by  special  resolution.    The  articles 
of  association  stated  that  an  agreement  had  been 
prepared  between  C  and  the  company  for  the  sale 
of  the  business  to  the  latter  for  £5000,  of  which 
one-half  was  to  be  in  ftdly  paid-up  shares  of  the 
company.    This  a  ^cement  was  executed  shortiy 
after  the  registration  of  the  memorandum  and 
articles  of  association,  and  was  filed  with  the 
Begistrar  of  Joint  Stock  Companies.    As  between 
C.  and  the  company,  the  shares  for  which  he 
signed  the  memorandum  were  treated  as  being 
the  ftdly  paid-up  shares  which  he  took  as  part  of 
the  purchase  money,  and  he  was  debited  in  the 
hooks  with  £2500  due  on  the  shares,  and  credited 
with  £5000  as  the  price  of  the  buslnees  i—Held, 
that  C.  was  entitled  to  treat  the  shares  for  which 
he   subscribed   the   memorandum  as  the  same 
shares  as  those  for  which  he  sold  his  business, 
and  that  the  shares  were  paid  for  in  cash  within 
the  meaning  of  the  25th  section  of  the  Act  of 
ISGl.-^FothBrgiirs  Case  (Law  Rep.  8  Ch.  270)  and 
Spargos  Case  (Law  Bep.  8  Ch.  407)  considered. 
In  re  LmxHOiSE  WoBxs  Company.  Coates'  Case 

[169 

8TOSTITUTED  GUT— Cumulative  gifts    -       50 
See  Cumulative  Gifts. 

VmPLVB  AS8BT8— Company— Shares  fully  paid 
and  unpaid  -  -  -  .     49x 

See  Distribution  of  Surplus  Assets. 


TAXAHOK  07  COfflB^Bedemption  Smtr— Mort- 
gage under  £1000'-Higher  or  Lo/wer  Sodte,']  In  a 
smt  to  redeem  a  mortgage,  where  the  amoanf  due 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  is  under  £1000,  not- 
withstanding that  the  mortgage  was  made  to 
secure  a  larger  amount,  the  Defendants*  costs 
must  be  taxed  on  the  lower  scale.  Oottbbell  v. 
Strattok        -----     548 

TXHAHTVOBLUE— Appointment  as  trustee  861 
See  PowEB  to  affoikt  Nxw  Tbubtbbs. 

Apportionment   of    rent  —  Mortgagee   of 

tenant  for  Ufe         -         -         -     283 
See  Appobtiovbient  of  Beht.    1. 

.TEVANT  mr  TAIL— Payment  out  of  Court— Dis- 
entailing deed  .  -  .  800 
See  Payment  out  of  Coubt.    1. 

TI]C£— Setting  aside  award  -  -  -  47ft 
See  Submission  to  Abbitbation. 

T0WK8  DDPBOYEKSHT- Local  Board  of  Health 
— ^Power  to  take  property  -  -     524. 

See  COMFULSOBT  POWEBS.     4. 

TBADB-XABK  —  Trade  Labd  --  '*  Nourishing' 
StouL"^  An  injunction  to  restrain  the  use  by  the 
Defendants  upon  their  trade  label  of  the  term 
''  Xourishing  Stout,"  which  the  Plaintiff  had 
previously  used,  refused,  on  the  ground  that 
^'  Nourishing  "  was  a  mere  English  word  denoting^ 
quality.    Bagoett  v.  Findlatbb    -         -       29 

TBAHSFEB  OT  XOHET  mr  OOmtl  — Lands 
Clauses  Act— Transfer  to  suit  -  840 
See  Costs  undeb  Lands  Clauses  Act. 

TBAHSVEB  07  ffffAKTO — Deposit  of  Shares — 
Blamk  Transfer — Custom  of  Company — Transfer 
by  Instrument  in  Writing,']  Where  the  owner  of 
shares  borrows  money  and  deposits  with  the  lender 
certificates  of  his  shares,  and  also  transfers  thereof 
signed  by  him,  but  with  the  date  and  name  of 
the  tranneree  left  blank,  the  lender  lias  implied 
power  to  fill  up  the  blanks,  and  the  toinsfen  will 

SBss  the  legal  mterest  if  the  articles  of  association 
o  not  require  a  deed ;  otherwise  only  an  equit- 
able interest. — \Vhere  the  articles  of  association 
of  a  company  permit  a  transfer  of  shares  to  be 
made  by  ^'  instrument  in  writing,"  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  transfer  should  oe  by  deed,  even 
although  the  uniform  practice  of  the  company 
may  have  been  to  require  one. — Marino* s  Case 
(Law  Bep.  2  Ch.  596)  discussed.— Upon  the  occa- 
sion of  a  loan  being  made  by  C.  to  1*.,  tlie  chair- 
man of  the  T.  Company,  f,  deposited  with  C. 
shares  in  various  companies  (including  some  in 
the  T.  Company),  and  transfers  thereof,  with  the 
date  and  the  name  of  the  transferee  left  blank. 
C.  afterwards  deposited  the  shares  in  the  T.  Qon^ 
pony,  and  the  transfers  thereof^  with  S,  by  way  of 
security  for  a  debt.  Subsequently  JF*.,  being  about 
to  pay  off  his  loan,  was  informed  by  C,  mat  he 
had  pledged  the  T.  shares,  but  did  not  insist  on 
the  snare  certificates  and  tiansfera  being  delivered 
up  before  payment  was  made.  S.  afterwards  filled 
up  the  blanks  in  the  transfers,  and  sent  them  to 
the  company  for  re^stration;  but  the  company 
havinff  received  notice  from  F,  that  he  disputed 
the  validity  of  the  transfers,  reftised  to  register 
them.  S,  applied  to  the  Court  under  sect.  85  of 
the  Companies  Act,  1862,  to  rectify  the  register 
by  inserting  the  name  of  S.  for  that  of  F,    Th» 


604 


INDEX. 


[Eq.  Vou  XYII. 


TBAVSFEB  OT  BHAHTO — vont limed, 

articles  of  association  of  the  company  permitted 
transfers  to  be  made  by  instmment  in  writing, 
bnt  the  company  had  always  reouired  trans- 
fers to  be  by  deed: — Beld^  that  the  transfers, 
although  not  good  as  deeds,  wore  valid  instru- 
ments in  writing  within  the  meaning  of  tlie 
articles  of  association,  and  conferred  on  8.  a  good 
title  to  the  share^t  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity ; 
that  8.  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  on  the 
register :  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to 
decide  the  question  of  tide  between  8.  and  F. 
(who  had  been  served),  but  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
order  F.  to  pay  the  costs :  and  that  the  company, 
having  chosen  to  side  with  their  chairman,  who 
was  in  the  wrong,  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
application.  In  re  Tahiti  Cotton  Company. 
£x  |Nirfe  Sargent      -  -  -  -     878 

TEAK8FEB  OF  SUIT— From  County  Court  to 
Chancery  -  -  -  -     415 

See  CorNTY  Couiit  Jubisdiction.    2. 

TBIFST — Breach  of — Beneficial  interest  of  trustee 
See  Defaulting  Trustee.  [S41 

Cesser  of— Annuity  to  trustee  during  trusts 

See  Girr  coupled  with  Duty.  [646 

Declaration  of — Money  not  in  hands  of  trus- 
tee -  '  -  -  -  '  8 
See  Voluntary  Settlement. 

—  Estate  of  trustees — Trust  to  let  and  cut 
timber  -  -  -  -     252 

See  Estate  of  Tuustbes. 

Precatory— Will  -  -  -     820 

See  Precatory  Trust. 

TBUBTEE — Annuity  to— Cesser  of  trusts  -  546 
See  Gift  coitled  with  Dvty. 

■■       Appointment  of,  under  power— Tenant  for 

life 851 

See  Power  to  appoint  New  Trustees. 

Appointment  of — Charity  Commissioners 

See  Charity  Commissioners.  [241 

Broach  of  trust  —  Beneficial   interest   of 

trustee  -  -  -  -     841 

See  Defaulting  Trustee. 

Estate  of— Will— Legal  estate  -     252 

See  Estate  of  Trusi'ees. 

Power  to  manage  estate  —  Administration 

suit    '  -  .  .  .       84 

See  Mavaoemsnt  by  Trustees. 

TBUBTEE  nr  BAHXBUFTCT— Costs         -     180 

See  Preferential  Debts. 

TBirSTEE  nr  JJHTTIDATIOV— Duties  of  Trwstee— 
Payment  of  Money  into  BatUc — Audit  of  Accounts 
^Bankruptcy  Act,  18G9  ;,32  A  33  Vict.  c.  71), «.  20, 
80,  125,  eub-if.  8.]  In  a  liouidation  by  arrange- 
ment the  creditors  may,  under  sect  125  (sub-sect. 
8)  of  tbe  Banla-uptcy  Act,  I8C9,  prescribe  the  bank 
into  which  the  trustee  is  to  pay  the  moneys  which 
he  receives  without  passing  any  formal  rt-solutiou 
for  the  purpose,  and  evidence  is  admissible  of  their 
having  done  so. — The  provisions  of  sect.  20  of  the 
Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  as  to  the  audit  of  the 
trustee's  accounts  apply  to  liquidation  by  arrange- 
ment as  well  as  to  oankruptcy.  Ex  parte  Old. 
In  re  Bright   -----     457 

TTHBOBK  CHILI)— Dlegitimate— Gift  fo     -     845 
See  Illegitimate  Children.    1. 


UKDEUBASZ — Like  provisioiis— Covenant  not 
to  assign— Consent  of  leaeor  -  649 
See  Covenant  not  to  asbiqn. 

UniQIFIDATID  DAMAGES— Bequest  of  **  monev 
due  at  my  decease "  ■  -  -  76 
See  •*  Money." 


mrSTAlCPSD  BILL  OT  SZGEAV0X— Stomp  Act, 
1 870  (33  &  34  Vict  c.  97X  u.  16, 48, 54— Order /or 
Payment  of  Money — EauitdhU  Amgnment^Evi' 
deuce — AdmieeibUUy.']  ^fore  the  commencement 
of  their  liquidation  two  debtors  had  given  to  one 
of  their  creditors  a  letter  addressed  to  a  cempanj 
for  whom  they  were  executing  a  contract,  reqnest- 
ing  the  company  to  pay  to  the  creditor  £200  ^oat 
of  moneys  payable  to  us  on  the  completion  of  our 
contract.'*  This  letter  was  delivered  to  the  com- 
pany, but  it  was  never  stamped.  The  trust>'f 
under  the  liquidation  applied  to  the  County  Court 
for  an  order  declaring  the  letter  void  as  against 
him.  The  letter  was  produced  by  a  witness  vh«> 
was  examined  ex  parte  in  support  of  the  applica- 
tion, and  was  marked  as  an  exhibit.  It  was  not 
produced  upon  the  hearing  of  the  application  by 
the  Judge : — Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  tbe 
County  0)urt  Judge),  that  the  letter  was  inad- 
missible in  evidence  as  being  an  unstamped  bill 
of  exchange,  and  not  an  equitable  assignment:— 
Held,  also,  that  the  creditor  who  cLtimed  ondt-r 
tlie  letter  could  not  succeed  by  means  of  the  evi- 
dence  adduced  W  the  trustee,  without  prodaetion 
of  the  letter.— 'Aie  letter  was  therefore  declared 
void  as  against  the  trustee.  Ez  parte  Shillaed- 
In  re  Adahs    -  -  -         -        -    109 

VOLTTRTAST  BETTLEXXST^FalM  BeeUal-B^- 
cital  of  Payment  of  Money  to  2Vtwtee— PrM»««  <«> 
Trmtee  to  pay — Enforcing  Promiee,]  A  tmstee 
executed  a  settlement  declaring  trusts  of  a  ami  of 
£2000  belonging  to  a  settlor  (a  married  wamn , 
which  sum  was  thereby  untruly  recited  to  be  in 
his  hands,  upon  the  faith  of  a  promise  bj  th( 
married  woman  to  pay  the  sum  to  nim  oat  of  ber 
separate  estate.  The  sum  was  never  paid :— He/d. 
that  neither  the  trustee  of  the  settfement,  nor  a 
volunteer  under  it,  could  enforce  the  prooii*- 

MaBLER  r.  TOMMAS     ~  -  -  -        • 

VOLTTRTABT  WIHDnrO-UP— Action  by  creditor 
— Injunction  -         -        -    W 

See  Injunction  in  WiNDixii-rr. 

WAGES—  Bankruptcy —Preferential  debts      1  JO 
See  Pbefebentlu.  Debt^. 

WAY —  Railway     company— Level    ^«»*°^^^ 

Change  in  condition  of  land       -    1*" 

iSee  Inteesbcted  Lands 
WILL— Ademption     -  -         -        -      W 

6ee  ADEMPnoN. 
Ademption— Contract  toseU  land  to  railwuT 

company — ^Notice  to  treat  -        -    *^' 

See  CoMprLSOBY  Powers.    2. 
Ademption— Covenant  in  settlement       7S 

See  DomciL  of  Obigin. 
Annuity— Chaige  on  oorpiM  or  income   8» 

See  Annuity  charged  on  Coarrs.    i. 
Annuity  coupled  with  duty-Tni>t«     «« 

See  Girr  coupled  with  Drr^. 

Appointment- Residuaiy  gi» 

See  ExcLUsn-E  Ai»poixtiiekt. 
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WILL  *— continued. 

Apportionment  of  rent  —  Devif«e  and  ex- , 

eontor  -  -  -  .     288 

See  Apfobtiohment  of  Rent.    2.  i 

Estate  of  tmstees  -  -  -     268 

See  EffTATB  OF  Tbubtsss. 

Gift  to  married  woman — Bestraint  on  antici- 
pation -  -  -  -  409 
See  BBSTBAurr  on  Antioipation.  i 

Illegitimate  chUdxen— Gift  to  S46,  468 

See  Illeoitimatx  Childrsn.    1,  2. 

Legacy  free  of  legacy  duty — Deficiency  of  1 

residue  -  -  -  -  419  < 
See  Lbgact  Duty. 

*•  Money  due  at  my  decease  "  -  -       76 


See'^Uomn: 

Precatory  trust  - 

See  Pbxcatobt  Trust. 

Repetition  of  legacies   - 
See  GcMULATiYB  Gifts. 

Republication  by  codicil 
See  Ademption. 

Residuary  gift    - 

S6e  Rbsiduabt  Gipf. 


-     320 


60 


66 


-     440 


WILL  07  yATmnn)  -WmULX-^Wm—ConttnU' 

Hon — Savinge  of  Separaie  Edaie — ** Purcktued** 
— Money  at  Bank^  Under  a  testamentary  ap- 
pointment by  a  married  woman  of  ^  all  Ainds  and 
property  which  have  been  or  shall  be  purchased 
out  of  the  sayings  of  property  to  which  I  have 
been  or  shall  be  entitled  to  my  separate  use  "  : — 
Held^  that  sayings  out  of  separate  estate  standing 
to  her  account  at  her  bankers  did  not  pass.  Askbw 
r.  RooTH  -----     426 

wiAJMJiO-TJP — Action  by  creditor — Injunction 
See  Injunction  in  'Winding-up.        [268 

Distribution  of  surplus  assets  -  -     491 

See  DiBTBiBUTioN  of  Sxtbplus  Assets. 

Petition     -  -  -     1,  181, 428,  684 

See  Winding-up  Pbtition.    1--4. 


Subscriber  of  memorandum     -  -     169 

See  SuBBCBiBXB  of  Mem orandvm. 

Unregistered    railway   company — Inooipo- I 

rated  by  Act  of  Parliament  -     181  ' 

See  Winding-up  Petition.  2, 
WnronrG-UP  PBnnOir— Cowipany— CV«Jttor'»  I 
Petition— Discretion  of  Court — Petition  directed  to 
9tand  over— Companies  Act,  1862,  m.  80,  86,  91.1 
A  creditor  of  a  company  who  cannot  get  paid 
without  a  winding-up  is  entitled  ez  ddnto  justitim 
to  a  winding-up  oraer. — A  creditor  of  a  com- 
pany who  has,  under  sect.  80  of  the  Companies 
Act,  1862,  served  on  the  company  a  demaud  for 
payment  of  his  debt,  but  has  not  been  paid  within 
the  three  weeks,  is  not  necessarily  entitled  to  an 
immediate  order  for  winding  up  the  company. — 
The  9l8t  section  of  the  Companies  Act,  1862,  is 
not  confined  to  cases  where  a  winding-up  order 
has  been  made,  but  applies  also  where  a  petition 
for  winding  up  is  before  the  Court.  In  re  VfisfT" 
BBN  OF  Canada  On.,  Lands,  and  Works  Co.  -       1 


WtHDDrO-VP  PJETITIOH— eon^'nued. 

8. Companies  Act,  1862 — Winding-up  of 

Unregistered  Company — Railway  Company — In- 
corporation by  Act  of  Parliament^]  The  exception 
from  the  power  to  wind  up  unregistered  com- 
panies given  by  sect  199  oi  the  Companies  Act^ 
1862,  of  railway  companies  incorporated  by  Act 
of  Parliament,  applies  only  to  companies  whose 
principal  object  is  the  construction  of  a  railway, 
and  therefore  a  company  whose  principal  object 
is  the  construction  of  docks  is  not  brought  within 
the  exception  by  reason  of  having  power  also  to 
make  a  oranch  railway  for  purposes  connected 
with  the  docks. — Where,  in  an  Act  of  Parliament 
incorporating  a  company,  it  is  stated  that  the 
construction  of  the  works  authorized  by  the  Act 
is  of  public  advantage,  the  Court  will  be  relactant 
to  make  an  order  to  wind  up  the  company,  unless 
it  is  shewn  that  there  is  no  other  process  by 
which  its  difficulties  can  be  overcome. -^Deben- 
ture holders  of  a  company  being  empowered  by 
Act  of  Parliament  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
principal  and  interest  by  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver : — Held,  that,  until  a  receiver  had  been 
actually  appointed  and  had  failed  to  obtain  pay- 
ment, the  Court  would  not,  at  the  instance  of 
debenture  holders,  order  the  company  to  be  wound 
up.    In  re  Exmouth  Docks  Company        -     181 

8. Practice—Creditor's    Petition—BiglU 

of  Petitioner  to  dismiss — Costs."]  A  creditor  who 
has  presented  a  petition  for  winding  up,  being 
dominus  litis,  is  entitled,  on  receiving  pavment  of 
Iii^  debt,  to  dismiss  his  petition  at  the  hearing ; 
but' creditors  who  have  appeared  in  consequence 
of  the  advertisement  of  the  petition  are  entitled 
to  their  costs.  In  re  Hereford  and  South 
Wales  Waggon  and  Engineebing  Company  428 

4. Company  not  having  commenced  Bun- 

ness— Companies  Act  (25  A  26  Vict.  c.  89).  s.  79.] 
Where  a  companv  had  been  registered  for  more 
than  a  year  without  commencine  business,  and 
had  therefore  come  within  the  79Ui  section  of  the 
Companies  Act,  1862 : — HeUd,  that  the  Court  could 
not  refuse  a  winding-up  order  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  a  shareholder,  notwithstanding  that  the 
company  had  no  money  paid  up  and  no  debts,  and 
that  the  order  was  opposed  by  a  majority  of  the 
shareholders.  In  re  Tumaoacori  Mining  Com- 
panv    ------     534 


■Expenses  of—Cross-examination  nut 
of  juriiidiction         -  -  - 

See  Expenses  of  Witness. 

W0BD8 — "  Money  due  at  my  decease  '     - 

i8^"  Money." 
•*  Nourishing  Stout  *'    - 

See  Trade-mabe. 

•*  Ordinary  trains "        -  -  - 

See  RiGBT  to  stop  Train. 
•*  Persons"         -  -  -  - 

See  Majority  of  Creditors. 
*•  Purchased"     -         -         -         - 

See  Will  of  Married  Woman. 
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